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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The US Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) has conducted a Five-Year Review of 
the Atlas and Coalinga Asbestos Mine Superfund Sites in Fresno County, California. This 
review was conducted by the US EPA Remedial Project Manager between September 2010 
and February 2011. The Five-Year Review was required by statute because hazardous 
substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain at the site above levels that allow for 
unrestricted use and unlimited exposure. This is the third Five-Year Review for the Atlas 
Asbestos Mine Superfund Site and the fourth Five-Year Review for the Coalinga Asbestos 
Mine Superfund Site. The triggering action for this statutory review is the dates of the 
previous Five-Year Review, September 28, 2006. 
 
The Atlas Asbestos Mine Superfund Site consists of two operable units (OUs): the Atlas 
Mine Area OU and City of Coalinga OU. In addition, two areas of interest were identified in 
the Record of Decision (ROD): the Clear Creek Management Area (CCMA) and Arroyo 
Pasajero Ponding Basin (Ponding Basin). The CCMA and Ponding Basin were discussed in 
the ROD because of concerns that asbestos mining and milling waste from the Atlas Mine 
Area were being transported to these areas by water or wind. The Coalinga Asbestos Mine 
Superfund Site consists of two OUs: the Johns-Manville Mill OU (JMM) and the previously 
mentioned City OU. 
 
The Atlas Mine Area is an abandoned asbestos mine within the New Idria formation, a region 
of naturally-occurring asbestos minerals. The Atlas Mine Area included surface stockpiles of 
asbestos waste material generated from three open-pit asbestos mines, an abandoned mill 
building, a settling pond, and debris. The area is drained by intermittent streams, which drain 
into a tributary to the Ponding Basin. During historic heavy flooding, asbestos-laden water 
has filled the Ponding Basin and been released into the California Aqueduct. The JMM OU 
consists of a former asbestos mine, former processing mill, former support buildings, and 
asbestos tailings. The area is drained by Pine Canyon Creek, which flows into the Los Gatos 
Creek, a tributary to the Ponding Basin. Asbestos product from both the Atlas Mine Area OU 
and the JMM OU was transported offsite to the City OU, where it was stored prior to 
handling and shipment.  
 
Based on concentrations of asbestos that were detected at these sites, risk assessments 
concluded that the levels of asbestos present at the Atlas and Coalinga Sites presented an 
elevated risk of lung cancer due to the potential for exposure to airborne asbestos. The Atlas 
and Coalinga Asbestos Mines were placed on the National Priorities list on September 21, 
1984. Subsequently, Records of Decision (RODs) were published to select the preferred 
remedial action for cleanup of the Sites.  
 
The selected remedies for the Atlas Mine Area OU and the JMM OU included the removal of 
contaminated material, stabilization of erosion-prone areas, structural improvements and 
additions, access control, and institutional controls. The remedy for the City OU included the 
removal and burial of contaminated soils and materials beneath an onsite cap and institutional 
controls. The Coalinga Asbestos Mine Site (JMM OU and City OU) was removed from the 
Superfund National Priorities List on April 24, 1998. The Atlas Mine Area OU remains on 
the list. 
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This Five-Year Review included a review of site documents, a review of applicable or 
relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs), site inspections, and an interview. The 
review resulted in a set of issues, as well as recommendations and follow-up actions that 
should be taken before the next Five-Year Review.  
 
The review of each operable unit resulted in a determination of protectiveness, both in terms 
of short-term and long-term protectiveness of human health and the environment. The 
protectiveness statement is as follows: 
 

The remedial actions at the Atlas Asbestos Mine Superfund Site and the Coalinga 
Asbestos Mine Superfund Site are protective of human health and the environment in 
the short term. 

 
The remedy at the Atlas Mine Area OU is protective of human health and the 
environment due to the removal of contaminated material, stabilization of erosion 
prone areas, structural improvements and additions, the installation of access 
controls and warning signs, and regular inspections and maintenance. However, in 
order for the remedy to be protective in the long-term, aerial inspections of the Atlas 
Mine Area should be conducted previous to each Five-Year Review to determine 
whether migration of asbestos-laden sediments has occurred. 

 
The remedy at the Johns-Manville Mill OU currently protects human health and the 
environment because of the remedy in place: removal of contaminated material, 
diversion of water around erosion prone surfaces/materials, stabilization of erosion 
prone areas, structural improvements and additions, the installation of access 
controls and warning signs, and regular inspections and maintenance. However, in 
order for the remedy to be protective in the long-term, institutional controls, in the 
form of an enforceable deed restriction, must be placed on the property. 

 
The remedy at the City of Coalinga OU is protective of human health and the 
environment due to the removal and consolidation of contaminated soils and other 
materials beneath an on-site cap (the Waste Management Unit), restriction of future 
uses through a deed restriction, the installation of access controls and warning signs, 
and regular inspections and maintenance. 
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FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SUMMARY FORM 
 

SITE IDENTIFICATION 
Site name (from WasteLAN): Atlas Asbestos Mine Superfund Site and Coalinga Asbestos Mine 
Superfund Site 
EPA ID (from WasteLAN): CAD980496863 (Atlas) and CAD980817217 (Coalinga) 
CERCLIS ID: 0934 (Atlas) and 0935 (Coalinga)  
Region: 9 State: CA City/County: Coalinga/Fresno 

SITE STATUS 
NPL status:    Final    Deleted  Other (specify) Coalinga Site (Johns-Manville Mine, JMM 
or OU-1) and City OU (OU-2) deleted from NPL April 24, 1998. Atlas Mine Area OU (OU-1) on 
Final NPL 
Remediation status (choose all that apply):   Under Construction   Operating   Complete 
Multiple OUs?*   YES   NO  
Construction completion date: Coalinga City OU (OU-2) May 1993, Atlas Mine Area OU (OU-
1) September 1999, Johns-Manville Mill (JMM OU or OU-1) March 1995 
Has site been put into reuse?  YES   NO Portions of the site have been reused 

REVIEW STATUS 
Lead agency:   EPA   State   Tribe   Other Federal Agency  ______________________ 
Author name: Lily Tavassoli 
Author title: Remedial Project Manager Author affiliation: US EPA Region 9 
Review period:**  September 1, 2010 to  February 8, 2011 
Date(s) of site inspection:  October 18-21, 2010 
Type of review:  

 Statutory                 Policy 
                                                    

 
 

 Post-SARA                       
 NPL-Removal only            
 NPL State/Tribe-lead                                             

 
 

 Pre-SARA    
 Non-NPL Remedial Action Site     
 Regional Discretion           

 
Review number:   1 (first)   2 (second)   3 (third)   Other (specify): 4th (fourth) review 
for City OU and JMM OU, 3rd (third) review for Atlas Mine Area OU 
Triggering action:  

 Actual RA Onsite Construction at OU #____  Actual RA Start at OU#____ 
 Construction Completion                Previous Five-Year Review Report 
 Other (specify)  

Triggering action date (from WasteLAN):  September 28, 2006 
Due date (five years after triggering action date):  September 28, 2011 
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FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SUMMARY FORM (CONTINUED) 
 

ISSUES 
Currently, visual inspections of the Atlas Mine Area are conducted annually to verify the 
remedy is functioning as intended. Since a large portion of the boundary of the Atlas Mine 
Area in inaccessible by foot or by car, these annual visual inspections are unable to thoroughly 
identify potential for migration of asbestos. 
A deed restriction was recorded for the JMM OU, but it is not legally enforceable and does not 
run with the land. 

RECOMMENDATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS 
The Operation and Maintenance (O&M) manual for the Atlas Mine Area OU should be revised 
to include a requirement for a minimum of one aerial inspection to be conducted during each 
Five-Year Review period. At least one aerial inspection should be performed no later than one 
year prior to the completion of the next Five-Year Review. Aerial inspections would allow for 
thorough examination of the site boundary to determine whether migration of asbestos-laden 
materials is occurring. In order to provide a baseline for the next Five-Year Review, the first 
aerial inspection should be conducted one year from the completion of this report.  
Record an enforceable deed restriction between the Pine Canyon Land Company and DTSC 
with the Fresno County Recorder’s Office. The deed restriction should be consistent with 
current DTSC regulations for ICs, be enforceable by DTSC (with EPA listed as a third-part 
beneficiary) and should run with the land. Parties responsible for O&M of the deed restriction 
should also be identified. 
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PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENTS 
The remedial actions at the Atlas Asbestos Mine Superfund Site and the Coalinga Asbestos 
Mine Superfund Site are protective of human health and the environment in the short term. 
 
The remedy at the Atlas Mine Area OU is protective of human health and the environment due 
to the removal of contaminated material, stabilization of erosion prone areas, structural 
improvements and additions, the installation of access controls and warning signs, and regular 
inspections and maintenance. However, in order for the remedy to be protective in the long-
term, aerial inspections of the Atlas Mine Area should be conducted previous to each Five-
Year Review to determine whether migration of asbestos-laden sediments has occurred. 
 
The remedy at the Johns-Manville Mill OU currently protects human health and the 
environment because of the remedy in place: removal of contaminated material, diversion of 
water around erosion prone surfaces/materials, stabilization of erosion prone areas, structural 
improvements and additions, the installation of access controls and warning signs, and regular 
inspections and maintenance. However, in order for the remedy to be protective in the long-
term, institutional controls, in the form of an enforceable deed restriction, must be placed on 
the property. 
 
The remedy at the City of Coalinga OU is protective of human health and the environment due 
to the removal and consolidation of contaminated soils and other materials beneath an on-site 
cap (the Waste Management Unit), restriction of future uses through a deed restriction, the 
installation of access controls and warning signs, and regular inspections and maintenance. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
The United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 (US EPA) has conducted a 
Five-Year Review of the Atlas Asbestos Mine Superfund Site and the Coalinga Asbestos 
Mine Superfund Site, located in Fresno County, California. This report documents the results 
of the review.  This review was conducted by the US EPA between September 2010, and 
February 2011.  Limited technical support was provided by Innovative Technical Solutions, 
Incorporated (ITSI) during the review period, including assistance with the site inspections, 
which were conducted by EPA. 
 
The purpose of the Five-Year Review process is to evaluate whether the remedial measures 
implemented at the sites are protective of human health and the environment. The methods, 
findings, and conclusions of reviews are documented in the Five-Year Review report. In 
addition, Five-Year Review reports identify issues found during the review, if any, and 
provide recommendations for addressing these deficiencies. 
 
The Agency is preparing this Five-Year Review pursuant to CERCLA §121 and the National 
Contingency Plan (NCP). CERCLA §121 states: 
 

If the President selects a remedial action that results in any hazardous substances, 
pollutants, or contaminants remaining at the site, the President shall review such 
remedial action no less often than each five years after the initiation of such remedial 
action to assure that human health and the environment are being protected by the 
remedial action being implemented. 

 
The agency interpreted this requirement further in the National Contingency Plan (NCP); 
CFR §300.430(f)(4)(ii) states: 
 

If a remedial action is selected that results in hazardous substances, pollutants, or 
contaminants remaining at the site above levels that allow for unlimited use and 
unrestricted exposure, the lead agency shall review such action no less often than 
every five years after the initiation of the selected remedial action. 

 
The current Five-Year Review for the Atlas and Coalinga Asbestos Mine Superfund Sites has 
been performed because hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain at the site 
above levels that allow for unrestricted use and unlimited exposure.  This is the third Five-
Year Review for the Atlas Asbestos Mine Superfund Site and the fourth Five-Year Review 
report for the Coalinga Asbestos Mine Superfund Site.  The triggering actions for these 
statutory reviews are the dates of the previous Five-Year Reviews (September 28, 2006) 
(CH2MHill 2006). 
 
The Atlas Asbestos Mine Superfund Site consists of two geographically district Operable 
Units (OUs): the Atlas Mine Area OU (OU-1) and the City of Coalinga OU (City OU or OU-
2). In addition, two areas of interest were identified in the ROD: the Clear Creek 
Management Area (CCMA) and the Arroyo Pasajero Ponding Basin (Ponding Basin).  The 
Coalinga Asbestos Mine Site consists of the Johns-Manville Mill (JMM) Operable Unit (OU-
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1) and the previously-mentioned City OU (OU-2), which is considered part of the Coalinga 
Asbestos Mine Site due to historic operations. 
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2.0 SITE CHRONOLOGY 
 
This section lists the chronology of events for the Atlas and Coalinga Superfund Sites.  
 

Date Event Operable Unit / 
Area 

1962 - 1974 JMM was constructed and used to process asbestos JMM 
1967 - 1979 Atlas Mine was used for active asbestos mining and milling Atlas Mine 
Dec 3, 1976; 
Feb 15, 1980 

Atlas Asbestos Company and Wheeler properties cited for violating 
the National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
regulations regarding control of asbestos emissions 

Atlas Mine 

1980 The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California detected 
elevated levels of asbestos in California Aqueduct water samples. 
Subsequent sampling suggested that the JMM and Atlas Mine Area 
were probable sources of asbestos 

JMM, Atlas Mine 

Oct 17, 1980 Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water 
Board) and California Department of Health Services inspected 
the Atlas Mine Area and the JMM and concluded additional 
corrective measures should be taken 

JMM, Atlas Mine 

March and 
June 1983 

Water Board collected surface water samples in the Arroyo 
Pasajero watershed and results were rated using the hazard 
ranking system 

JMM, Atlas Mine 

Aug 18, 1983 Southern Pacific Land Company (SPLC) submitted a 
remediation plan to the Water Board 

JMM  

Sep 21, 1984 Atlas and Coalinga Sites placed on National Priorities List (NPL) JMM, Atlas Mine 
1985 US EPA initiated remedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) 

activities at JMM and Atlas Mine Area 
JMM, Atlas Mine 

1986 - 1987 US EPA performed sampling and studies at the Atlas and 
Coalinga Sites as part of the remedial investigation (Rl). High 
levels of airborne asbestos were measured in the City of 
Coalinga. Subsequently, the 107-acre City OU of the Atlas and 
Coalinga Sites was created 

City OU 

Aug 1987 US EPA issued an Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) pursuant 
to CERCLA Section 106 to Southern Pacific Transportation 
Company (SPTC) to perform an RI 

City OU 

Nov 16, 1987 SPLC signed Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) and agreed to 
conduct an RI/FS for the JMM 

JMM 

Nov 1988 Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry issued a 
health assessment for the Atlas/Coalinga Mine sites, concluding that 
these sites were a potential public health concern 

City OU 

Feb 9, 1989 US EPA released the City OU Feasibility Study (FS) and Hazardous 
Substance Containment Report 

City OU 

July 19, 1989 Record of Decision (ROD) for City OU was signed  City OU 
July 27, 1989 SPTC entered into a Consent Decree with US EPA and agreed 

to implement the remedies specified in the ROD 
City OU 

Oct 1989 Remedial action began at the City OU City OU 
Jan 17, 1990 RI Report for JMM OU submitted to US EPA JMM 
May 3, 1990 FS for JMM OU submitted to US EPA JMM 
May 17, 1990 Consent Decree with SPTC for City OU was amended to include the 

City of Coalinga as a signatory 
City OU 

June 22, 1990 Deed restriction recorded with the Fresno County Recorder’s Office 
prohibiting anyone in possession of property from interfering with 
maintenance and operation of the waste management unit (WMU) 

City OU 
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Date Event Operable Unit / 
Area 

Sep 21, 1990 ROD for JMM OU signed JMM 
October 1990 Remedial activities began at the City OU City OU 
Feb 14, 1991 ROD for Atlas Mine Area OU signed Atlas Mine 
April 1992 US EPA accepted the Final Remedial Action Report and Operation 

and Maintenance Plan for City OU 
JMM 

Aug 13, 1992 Atlas Corporation and Vinnell Mining and Minerals Corporation 
entered into a Consent Decree with US EPA at Atlas Mine Area 

Atlas Mine 

Sep 24, 1992 Deed restriction amendment recorded for City OU City OU 
Dec 1992 US EPA published Public Notice with status update and 

determination on CCMA and the Ponding Basin 
CCMA, Ponding 

Basin 
Aug 13, 1992 Atlas Corporation and Vinnell Mining and Minerals Corporation 

entered into a Consent Decree with US EPA at Atlas Mine Area 
Atlas Mine 

Apr 1, 1993 US EPA approved the Remedial Design Work Plan for JMM OU JMM 
May 17,1993 Remedial activities began at JMM OU JMM 
July 2, 1993 Deed restriction was recorded with the Recorder's Office, 

Fresno, County, prohibiting anyone in possession of property 
from interfering with the implementation of remedy at JMM OU 

JMM 

Jun 22, 1994 Remedial Action Design Plan approved for Atlas Mine Area Atlas Mine 
Oct 20, 1994 Remedial activities began at Atlas Mine Area OU Atlas Mine 
March 1995 Five-Year Review conducted: first review for City OU City OU 
March 1995 Preliminary Closeout Report (PCOR) documented completion of all 

construction activities at JMM 
JMM 

Aug 1997 Final Closeout Report (FCOR) prepared for Coalinga Site  JMM, City OU 
Dec 1997 Five-Year Review conducted: first review for JMM JMM 
Apr 24, 1998 Coalinga Site removed from National Priorities List JMM, City OU 
Dec 31, 1999 O&M Plan and Remedial Action Completion Report prepared for 

Atlas Mine Area 
Atlas Mine 

Jan 18, 2000 Preliminary Closeout Report (PCOR) documented completion of all 
construction activities at Atlas Mine Area OU 

Atlas Mine 

Sept 2001 Five-Year Review conducted: second review for JMM and City OU, 
first review for Atlas Mine Area 

JMM, Atlas Mine, 
City OU 

2004 - 2005  US EPA conducted air sampling at Clear Creek Management Area CCMA 
Sept 2006 Five-Year Review conducted: third review for JMM and City OU, 

second review for Atlas Mine Area 
JMM, City OU,    

Atlas Mine 
May 16, 2007 Northrop Grumman submitted Revised Construction Completion 

Report to detail construction activities associated with Maintenance 
Repairs completed in 2004 

Atlas Mine 

Nov 2007 US EPA conducted several sampling events in and around the City 
OU subsequent to the Five-Year Review recommendation to re-
evaluate the protectiveness of the asbestos cleanup level  

City OU 

May 1, 2008 EPA published Clear Creek Management Area Asbestos Exposure 
and Human Health Risk Assessment. BLM ordered temporary 
closure of CCMA 

CCMA 

Feb 4, 2009 US EPA published memorandum making final protectiveness 
determination at the City OU after Fall 2007 sampling event. 
Cleanup level remains protective of human health and the 
environment 

City OU 

Sept 15, 2010 An Explanation of Significant Differences signed to document the 
status of Institutional Controls at the Atlas Mine Area 

Atlas Mine 

Sept 24, 2010 DTSC and City of Coalinga lodged a deed restriction for the City of 
Coalinga Waste Management Unit (WMU) with the Fresno County 
Recorder’s Office 

City OU 
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3.0  SITE BACKGROUND 
 
This section provides information on the background of the Sites, including the physical 
setting, land and resource use, history of contamination, initial response, and the basis for 
taking cleanup action.   
 
3.1 Physical Characteristics 
The Atlas and Coalinga Superfund Sites are located near the City of Coalinga in Fresno 
County, California. They are on the western margin of the central San Joaquin Valley in an 
area that includes the foothills of the Southern Diablo Range Mountains. In 2007, the 
population of the City of Coalinga was estimated to be 19,000 (City of Coalinga, 2011). The 
New Idria Formation is located approximately 20 miles northwest of Coalinga in the Diablo 
Range and is the largest known serpentine deposit in the Coalinga region. The formation 
consists of a 30,000-acre outcrop of naturally-occurring chrysotile asbestos, as well as other 
minerals associated with serpentine. Extensive mining has been conducted in the southeastern 
third of the New Idria Formation for chromite ore, chrysotile asbestos ore, and other 
serpentine-related minerals. Refer to Figure 3-1 for more detail on the location of all operable 
units and areas of interest. 
 
The Atlas Mine Area is an abandoned asbestos mine within the New Idria Formation. It is 
approximately 20 miles northwest of Coalinga in Fresno County, California. The mine area is 
approximately 140 acres and between 4,000 and 5,000 feet above sea level. The 
Atlas Mine Area is also located within the Bureau of Land Management's (BLM's) Clear 
Creek Management Area (CCMA), which includes approximately 75,000 acres of public 
land. The portion of the CCMA located within the New Idria Formation is designated a 
Hazardous Asbestos Area, and is managed by BLM. 
 
The Arroyo Pasajero Ponding Basin (Ponding Basin) is approximately 30 miles east of the 
Atlas Mine Area. It is located between State Highway 198 and Gale Avenue west of the 
California Aqueduct. Intermittent streams in the Atlas Mine and JMM Area drain into Los 
Gatos Creek, a tributary to the Ponding Basin. The Ponding Basin is designed to hold 
floodwaters from the Arroyo Pasajero alluvial fan. 
 
The JMM is a privately-owned, 120-acre tract of land in upper Pine Canyon on the southern 
flank of Joaquin Ridge in the Diablo Range in western Fresno County, California. The site is 
approximately 0.5 miles downslope from the main outcrop of the New Idria Formation. The 
City of Coalinga is the nearest population center and is 16 miles to the southeast. 
 
The City OU is located along Highway 198 at the southwestern end of the City of Coalinga 
in Fresno County, California. The City OU consists of approximately 107 acres situated 
between Fourth Street and the intersection of Lucille Avenue and Highway 198. The nearest 
population center is an apartment complex and housing development located just northeast of 
the WMU and within the boundaries of the OU. In addition, a retail center is located within 
the OU. 
 
 



3-2 

3.2 Land and Resource Use 
This section discusses the former, current, and projected future land use and ecological 
resources of the Atlas Mine Area OU, Johns-Manville Mill OU, and City OU and their 
surrounding areas.  
 
3.2.1 Atlas Mine Area OU 
As presented in the previous section, the Atlas Mine Area OU lies within the New Idria 
Formation, which contains large amounts of naturally-occurring chrysotile asbestos. It 
included surface stockpiles of asbestos waste material from three open-pit asbestos mines, an 
abandoned mill building, a settling pond, and debris. The area is drained by intermittent 
streams, which drain into the White Creek Watershed and into Los Gatos Creek, a tributary 
to the Ponding Basin. Access to the Atlas Mine Area is prevented by fencing and locked 
gates, as any disturbance of the mine wastes poses a risk to human health. The site is 
accessed by either a BLM dirt road north of the site or from a private dirt road located north 
of Los Gatos Road. Both access roads to the site contain locked gates, with keys managed by 
BLM. 
 
The Atlas Mine Area is not suitable for any recreational, commercial, or residential uses at 
this point or at any time in the future. The only use for the site is open space and ecological 
habitat. Adjacent land uses at the Atlas Mine Area include mining, ranching, farming, and 
recreation (camping, hiking, hunting, and mineral collection).  
 
3.2.2 Johns-Manville Mill OU 
The abandoned JMM OU consists of a former asbestos mine, former processing mill, former 
support buildings, and asbestos tailings. The area is drained by Pine Canyon Creek, which 
flows into the Los Gatos Creek, a tributary to the Ponding Basin. Areas adjacent to the JMM 
OU are rural. Adjacent land uses include mining, ranching, farming, and recreation (camping, 
hunting, hiking, mineral collecting, and riding off-highway vehicles). The JMM is currently 
in an access-restricted area, achieved through fencing and signage, and is not suitable for 
residential, recreational, or commercial uses. 
 
3.2.3 City OU 
The Southern Pacific Railroad property within the 107-acre City OU consisted partly of a 
portion of the original operating right-of-way acquired by Southern Pacific Railroad 
Company (a predecessor of the Southern Pacific Transportation Company [SPTC]) pursuant 
to the July 27, 1866, Act of Congress, and partly of ancillary lands acquired pursuant to the 
same Act patented July 10, 1894. During SPTC's ownership, several properties were leased to 
various entities active in the milling, manufacture, storage and/or transportation of asbestos 
materials from the mid-1950s until approximately 1980. Over time, most of SPTC's holdings 
were sold. The land that contains the City OU Waste Management Unit (WMU) is currently 
owned by the City of Coalinga pursuant to a "Stipulated Judgment Quieting Title, APN: 900-
700-12 (formerly APN 083-020-59SU)", issued by the United States District Court for the 
Eastern District of California on October 21, 2005 (Case: 1:05-CV-00210-OWW-SMS). The 
WMU is restricted by a 2010 deed restriction signed between the California Department of 
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and the City of Coalinga, with US EPA listed as a third-
party beneficiary.  
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Currently, commercial and residential redevelopment has occurred or is in progress on 
portions of the City OU where there is no deed restriction. Redevelopment in the area has 
included the construction of a K-Mart store and a residential development.  
 
3.2.4 Ponding Basin 
A location map of the Arroyo Pasajero Ponding Basin is provided as Figure 3-2. The Ponding 
Basin was designed to hold floodwaters from the Arroyo Pasajero alluvial fan. During rainy 
seasons, the California State Department of Water Resources (DWR) historically drained the 
water from the Ponding Basin to the California Aqueduct. The water in the California 
Aqueduct supplies municipalities with drinking water and farmers with water for agricultural 
purposes such as irrigation. Because water in the California Aqueduct historically contained 
high levels of dispersed asbestos fibers, municipalities are required to treat drinking water to 
a maximum contaminant level of less than 7 million fibers per liter (MFL) of asbestos under 
the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA). 
 
The Ponding Basin has been expanded several times to create more holding capacity for 
heavy rain events. The most recent expansion took place in 2005. As part of the basin 
expansion, US EPA requested that soil samples be taken and analyzed for asbestos fiber 
content. The results of this sampling were included in the 2006 Five-Year Review, and 
generally indicated that 98% of samples had a reported asbestos content of one percent or 
less. To prevent exposure to asbestos, disturbed soils used to construct roads and dikes were 
covered with a 4-6 inch gravel layer. 
 
DWR continues to manage the Ponding Basin. They perform routine and annual operation 
and maintenance activities. More information about the Arroyo Pasajero Ponding Basin is 
provided in Appendix A1. 
 
3.2.5 Clear Creek Management Area 
A location map of the Clear Creek Management Area is provided in Figure 3-1. The 
designated Hazardous Asbestos Area in BLM's CCMA has been mined for mercury, 
chromite, asbestos, and other minerals since the mid-1800s, and contains numerous mines 
and exploration cuts, as well as hundreds of roads and trails.  
 
The San Benito Mountain Research Natural Area, which is approximately 4,082 acres, is 
located within the Hazardous Asbestos Area. This area was designated because of the unique 
vegetative communities associated with the serpentine soils. Its primary purpose is to provide 
research and educational opportunities while protecting this unique assemblage of vegetation.  
 
Until 2008, it was also used by off-highway vehicle enthusiasts, hikers, campers, hunters, and 
rock-collectors. In May of 2008, the EPA published an Asbestos Exposure and Human 
Health Risk Assessment for the CCMA. Subsequently, BLM issued a temporary closure 
order for the CCMA based on the results of the Exposure and Risk Assessment. An update on 
the status of the CCMA is provided in Appendix A2.  
 
3.3 History of Contamination 
This section discusses the historical activities that caused the contamination at the Atlas Mine 
Area OU, Johns-Manville Mill OU, and City OU. The section also discusses how 
contamination was brought to the attention of the Regional Water Board and US EPA. 
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3.3.1 Atlas Mine Area OU 
In the mid-1950s, an investigation by the California Division of Mines and Geology indicated 
that the serpentine matrix of the New Idria Formation was mainly chrysotile asbestos. 
Subsequent investigation in the southeastern third of the New Idria Formation demonstrated 
that the asbestos ore could be mined and milled to produce a marketable short-fiber asbestos 
product. From 1959 through 1962, the Coalinga and Los Gatos Creek areas experienced an 
intensive land rush for asbestos mining claims. In 1962, the Atlas Minerals Division of the 
Atlas Corporation acquired title to a large block of claims and began construction of an 
asbestos mill at the Atlas Mine Area. Asbestos mining and milling at the Atlas Mine Area 
occurred from 1967 to 1979. The Vinnell Mining and Minerals Corporation (Vinnell), in a 
joint venture with California Minerals Corporation, owned and operated the mining and 
milling operation from 1967 until 1974, when they sold it to Wheeler Properties. Wheeler 
Properties operated the facility until 1979 and filed for bankruptcy shortly thereafter. 
 
The mining activity included digging the asbestos ore out of surface pits and then milling the 
ore. The byproducts of the milling process (mill tailings) were bulldozed into piles near the 
mill building. Approximately 3 million cubic yards of asbestos ore and asbestos tailings 
remain at the Atlas Mine Area OU. 
 
On December 3, 1976 and on February 15, 1980, Atlas Asbestos Company and Wheeler 
Properties were cited for violating the National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air 
Pollutants regulation regarding control of asbestos emissions. 
 
In early 1980, the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) detected 
elevated levels of asbestos in water samples collected from the California Aqueduct near Los 
Angeles. An extensive sampling program along the aqueduct, conducted by the MWD in 
August through September of 1980, suggested that the Atlas Mine was one probable source 
of asbestos in the California Aqueduct. Asbestos levels up to 2,500 MFL were measured. In 
March of 1983, four surface water samples were collected during a period of high run-off in 
the Arroyo Pasajero watershed. Asbestos fiber concentrations in these samples ranged from 
80,000 to 240,000 MFL. 
 
On October 17, 1980, the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water  
Board) and the California Department of Health Services inspected the Atlas Mine Area to 
determine if waste discharges from these facilities were in compliance with state regulations. 
The Water Board concluded that additional corrective measures should be taken to prevent 
mine- and mill-generated asbestos from entering the drainage basins. 
 
3.3.2 Johns-Manville Mill OU 
The Southern Pacific Railroad originally acquired this tract from the federal government as 
part of a land grant under the 1871 Railway Act. From 1959 through 1962, extensive mining 
and milling of asbestos was conducted in the Coalinga and Los Gatos Creek areas. For a  
25-year period, SPLC leased part of the property to the Coalinga Asbestos Company. The  
Coalinga Asbestos Company, a joint venture between the Johns-Manville Corporation, the 
Kern County Land Company and private investors, constructed and operated an asbestos 
milling operation at the site from approximately 1962 to mid-1974. During this period, ore 
from local open-pit mines was processed and sorted, and product was transported offsite by 
tractor trailers. Tailings and other wastes from the operation were bulldozed into the eastern 
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fork of Pine Canyon Creek. The local open pit mines supplying ore to the mill included the 
Jensen Mine and the Christy Mine (which are not part of the JMM OU). An estimated 
450,000 cubic yards of ore and tailings remain at the site. 
 
In November 1975, the Coalinga Asbestos Company assigned the lease to the Marmac 
Resource Company/Mareco (Marmac), which used the JMM to conduct a chromite milling 
operation. Though milling operations are thought to have ceased in October 1977, Marmac 
retained a lease on the property until July 31, 1981. 
 
In early 1980, the MWD detected elevated levels of asbestos in water samples collected from 
the California Aqueduct near Los Angeles. An extensive sampling program along the 
aqueduct, conducted by the MWD in August through September of 1980, determined that 
drainage flowing from the JMM Area contained asbestos that ultimately entered the aqueduct 
during periods of high surface water runoff.  
 
3.3.3 City OU 
During investigation of the Atlas Mine Area and the JMM in 1986 and 1987, US EPA 
conducted an airborne asbestos sampling program in which high asbestos levels were 
measured in the City of Coalinga. A limited soil/waste material sampling and analytical 
program performed in June 1987 indicated chrysotile asbestos levels ranging from less than 1 
area-percent to 50 area-percent in the Coalinga area. Further investigation revealed that 
asbestos had been transported from the mines and mills to storage areas within the City of 
Coalinga for handling and shipment. Contamination in the northern portion of this area was 
associated with the storage, handling, and shipping operations conducted at the Atlas Mine 
Area, while contamination in the southern portion was associated with storage, handling, and 
shipping operations conducted at the JMM. Although cleanup could have proceeded as two 
separate OUs, US EPA decided it would be more expeditious to combine the cleanup of the 
entire 107-acre area into a single OU, designating it the City OU, which is part of both the 
Atlas and Coalinga Sites. 
 
3.4 Initial Response 
On June 14, 1983, the risks presented by asbestos at the Atlas and Coalinga Sites were rated 
using the Hazard Ranking System. The Atlas and Coalinga Sites were then placed on the  
National Priorities List (NPL) in September 1984. Remedial Investigation / Feasibility Study 
(RI/FS) activities were initiated by the US EPA in 1985.  
 
In August of 1987, US EPA issued an administrative order pursuant to CERCLA Section 106 
(Order No. 87-04) to SPTC, a landowner in the contaminated area, requiring them to conduct 
an RI at the City OU. Soil sampling performed as part of the RI confirmed the presence of 
elevated levels of asbestos and nickel in the City OU. SPTC was also ordered to perform an 
FS to develop and evaluate remedial alternatives to address the contamination. US EPA 
released the FS and information concerning the proposed US EPA plan for cleanup of the 
City OU on February 9, 1989.  
 
In response to Order No. 87-04, SPTC also performed interim measures to stabilize the waste 
materials at the City OU during the more detailed investigation. These tasks included: (1) 
limiting access to contaminated areas with fencing, (2) posting warning signs, (3) spraying 
biodegradable sealant to control dust emissions, and (4) covering waste ore piles with plastic 
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sheeting. These interim measures were performed in fall 1987. A second spraying of sealant 
took place in spring 1988, and a third spraying took place in June 1989. 
 
Atlas Minerals Division of the Atlas Corporation, Vinnell, Wheeler Properties Inc., the 
California Mineral Corporation, and the BLM were identified as potentially responsible 
parties (PRPs) at the Atlas Mine OU. General notice letters were sent on October 13, 1987 
and June 23, 1988, notifying the PRPs of their potential liability.  
 
The Santa Fe Pacific Railroad Company (formerly known as SPLC), the Marmac Resources 
Company, Kern County Land Company, and the Manville Sales Corporation were identified 
as PRPs at the JMM OU. General notice letters were sent on June 26, 1986 and June 23, 
1988, notifying the PRPs of their potential liability for cleanup. On November 16, 1987, US 
EPA and SPLC entered into a Consent Order that called for SPLC to complete the RI/FS for 
the site. These were completed and submitted to US EPA in 1990. 
 
3.5 Basis for Taking Action 
The primary contaminant of concern for the Atlas and Coalinga Superfund Sites is asbestos. 
Asbestos has been released to soil, water, and air. Asbestos was first detected in the 
California Aqueduct, which is a primary drinking water conveyance for Southern California. 
Elevated concentrations of nickel have also been detected in soil and ore waste at the City 
OU. Asbestos is considered a known carcinogen, Group 1 human carcinogen, and Group A 
human carcinogen by the United States Department of Health and Human Services, the 
International Agency for Research on Cancer, and the US EPA, respectively. Uncontrolled 
asbestos can be transported by erosion, wind, and water to populated areas where exposure 
can occur via inhalation or ingestion. 
 
Asbestos comes in many different forms, including fibers, bundles, matrices, and clusters. 
Fiber is the structure with the greatest toxicological significance. It is believed that fibers, 
especially long fibers, when inhaled, can be permanently lodged in the lungs creating a 
chronic source of irritation. The longer the exposure and the greater the number of fibers 
inhaled, the greater the potential for developing lung cancer, mesothelioma, or asbestosis 
(Health Consultation, 1995). Some epidemiology studies have also associated larynx, 
pharynx, gastrointestinal tract, kidney, ovarian cancer, and certain respiratory diseases such 
as pneumonia with asbestos exposure.  
 
The two general routes of exposure to asbestos at the Atlas and Coalinga Sites are inhalation 
and ingestion. The potentially-exposed populations include: (1) individuals who trespass onto 
the Atlas Mine Area or the JMM (2) individuals who use public areas in the CCMA for 
recreational off-highway vehicle driving, camping, hunting, ranching, and other public uses 
and (3) individuals who live in proximity to the Atlas Mine Area, the JMM, and the CCMA. 
Based on concentrations of airborne asbestos detected in the area, risk assessments concluded 
that the levels of asbestos at the Atlas and Coalinga Sites presented an elevated risk of lung 
cancer, triggering the need for a response action. 
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Figure 3-1 Atlas and Coalinga Superfund Sites Location Map 
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4.0 REMEDIAL ACTIONS 
 
The following section summarizes the remedial actions selected and implemented at the Atlas and 
Coalinga Superfund Sites. Operation and maintenance activities for the selected remedies are also 
discussed. 
 
4.1 Remedy Selection  
The following section discusses the remedial action objectives and the selected remedy for each 
operable unit and area of interest. The relationship between the Atlas Mine Area, Johns-Manville 
Mill Area, City of Coalinga OU, Clear Creek Management Area, and Arroyo Pasajero Ponding Basin 
is discussed in Chapter 3, Site Location.  
 
4.1.1 Atlas Mine Area OU 
The Record of Decision (ROD) for the Atlas Mine Area OU was signed on February 14, 1991 (US 
EPA 1991). Asbestos waste at the Atlas Mine Area OU presented three major problems: vehicular or 
other human disturbance generated airborne asbestos on-site, transport of asbestos from the Atlas 
Mine Area to external areas by vehicles that traveled through the Atlas Mine Area, and release of 
asbestos from the Atlas Mine Area into local creeks during heavy rains, which created potential for 
this asbestos to become airborne or contaminate water supplies at downstream locations. 
 
The Remedial Action Objective (RAO) of the remedy was to control the release of asbestos into air 
and local streams from the Atlas Mine Area and restrict access to the Atlas Mine Area using 
engineering and institutional controls to provide long-term protection of human health and the 
environment. The selected remedy entails (US EPA 1991): 
 

• Fencing or other appropriate controls to restrict access to the Atlas Mine Area. 
• Paving the road through the Atlas Mine Area or implementing an appropriate road 

maintenance alternative. 
• Constructing stream diversions and sediment trapping dams to minimize the release of 

asbestos into local creeks. 
• Conducting a revegetation pilot project to determine whether revegetation is an appropriate 

means of increasing stability and minimizing erosion of the disturbed areas, and 
implementing revegetation if it is found to be appropriate. 

• Dismantling the mill building and disposing of debris. 
• Filing deed restrictions on privately held lands at Atlas Mine Area OU. 
• Implementing an O&M program. 

 
Stabilization and control of asbestos waste were to minimize the release of asbestos, to provide long-
term protection of human health and the environment. The ROD included implementation of an 
O&M program to ensure the effectiveness of the response action. 
 
4.1.2 Johns-Manville Mill OU 
The ROD for the JMM OU was signed on September 21, 1990 (US EPA 1990). The RAO was to 
maintain the effectiveness of the sediment trapping dam by minimizing the hydraulic transport rate of 
asbestos waste material into Pine Canyon Creek and restricting access to the JMM to prevent 
exposure to asbestos. The major components of the remedy selected in the ROD include (US EPA 
1990):  
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• Constructing a cross-canyon stream diversion to divert water flow away from the tailings 
pile. 

• Improving the existing sediment trapping dam to minimize the release of asbestos into Pine 
Canyon Creek.  

• Conducting a revegetation pilot project to determine whether revegetation is a practical 
means of increasing stability and minimizing erosion of the disturbed areas. 

• Dismantling the mill building and disposing debris. 
• Performing road paving or an appropriate engineering alternative. 
• Filing deed restrictions. 

 
4.1.3 City OU 
The ROD for the City OU was signed on July 19, 1989 (US EPA 1989). The RAO was to minimize 
the release of asbestos fibers to the air from the asbestos- and nickel-contaminated. The major 
components of the remedy selected in the ROD include the following (US EPA 1989): 

• Removing and consolidating the asbestos- and nickel-contaminated soils that: (1) exceed 1 
area-percent asbestos using polarized light microscopy (PLM), (2) display the light-grey 
coloring characteristics of asbestos-contaminated soils, and/or (3) contain nickel at levels in 
excess of background. 

• Removing and consolidating waste materials and equipment that exceed the levels set forth in 
the bullet above. 

• Decontaminating buildings to less than or equal to 1 area-percent by PLM. 
• Constructing an underground, onsite WMU to permanently bury the consolidated 

contaminated substances under an impermeable cap. The impermeable cap was to consist of a 
compacted soil foundation layer overlain by an impermeable clay mat, covered by a second 
soil layer. 

• Using strict dust control measures to limit the release of asbestos fibers from the site during 
implementation of the remedy. 

• Performing confirmation sampling to ensure achievement of the cleanup standards. 
• Performing groundwater monitoring and continuous monitoring of soil moisture content 

using neutron probes. 
• Regrading areas where contaminated soils were removed. 
• Filing a deed restriction on the property to prevent disturbance of the WMU and cap  

 
4.1.4 CCMA and Ponding Basin 
The Atlas Mine Area ROD included a discussion of the Clear Creek Management Area (CCMA) and 
Arroyo Pasajero Ponding Basin (Ponding Basin). Their inclusion as areas of interest in the ROD was 
based on their potential relationship to the contamination at the Atlas Mine Area. For both areas, it 
was decided that immediate action would not be taken by EPA because other agencies were 
addressing the potential risks posed by asbestos located in these areas. 
 
At the CCMA, US EPA explained that it was not taking any action because BLM was planning to 
revise its land use plan to minimize airborne asbestos emissions created by recreational uses. 
 
Similarly, at the Arroyo Pasajero Ponding Basin, EPA determined that it would not take any further 
action because the United States Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) and the California Department of 
Water Resources (DWR) were considering actions to minimize the generation of asbestos-laden dust 
and to prevent releases of asbestos-laden water into the aqueduct. 
 
At both the CCMA and Ponding Basin, the ROD provided that US EPA would evaluate the 
effectiveness of the management activities implemented by the BLM, USBR, and DWR in protecting 
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human health and the environment. At that time, EPA would publish a public notice to announce the 
results of this evaluation and any plans to pursue further CERCLA action in each of the areas.  
 
4.2  Remedial Action Implementation  
This section describes the implementation of the remedies for the three OUs, including any 
deviations from the remedies selected in the RODs. 
 
4.2.1  Atlas Mine Area OU 
Atlas Corporation and Vinnell entered into the Consent Decree with the US EPA on August 13, 1992 
and agreed to implement the remedy selected in the ROD. The BLM subsequently entered into a 
separate agreement with the Atlas Corporation and Vinnell to perform the operation, maintenance, 
and revegetation pilot study at the site. The Remedial Action Design Plan was approved by EPA on 
June 22, 1994 (HLA 1993). 
 
Remedial activities began on October 20, 1994 and continued until May 5, 1995, when rain and 
surface-water accumulation forced suspension of construction activities. Activities resumed on 
September 11, 1995 and were completed on November 14, 1996. The remedial action consisted of 
construction of stream diversions and sediment trapping dams, grading and other slope stabilization 
elements, performing a revegetation pilot study, road paving, mill dismantling, disposal of debris, 
implementation of access restrictions, and development of an O&M plan.  
 
EPA and their representative from E&E were formally informed of deviations that occurred during 
construction during onsite meetings and monthly conference calls. Design modifications from 
approved construction documents were approved by US EPA in their February 1, 1996 letter. 
 
An inspection was conducted on December 13, 1995. A prefinal inspection of the Altas Mine Area 
OU was subsequently conducted by US EPA on August 22, 1996. Based upon this inspection, US 
EPA issued a letter to the PRPs, dated November 14, 1996, confirming that the construction phase of 
the remedy was completed and operating properly, and subsequently issued a preliminary closeout 
report for the Atlas Mine Area on September 2, 1999 (US EPA 1999). 
 
The remedial features at the Atlas Mine Area OU are presented in Figure 4-1. A summary of the 
remedial components of the Atlas Mine Area is provided below: 
 
Surface Impoundments 
Ponds A, B, D, E, and G were designed and constructed to retain sediment from stormwater runoff. 
The impoundments were constructed to pass the flow from a 100-year storm event through a piped 
spillway or outlet structure and discharge into the existing channels downstream.  

 
Two sediment storage areas were constructed. One near Ponds A and B that has at least a one-year 
pond capacity and one near Pond E that has at least a six-year site capacity. These storage areas are 
located adjacent, or as near as possible, to the impoundments so as not to interfere with runoff or 
contribute to sediment deposition within the impoundments. 
 
Water Diversion Channels  
Channels were constructed to prevent further erosion by diverting water from tailings piles. The two 
channels are Channel A and Channel B, located on the west and northeast areas of the site, 
respectively. 
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The graded channels are protected with rock-filled gabions with filter fabric beneath the gabions to 
prevent fine grained underlying soil from migrating through the gabions. Channel A is approximately 
1,500 feet in length with slopes ranging from approximately 10 percent to 41 percent. 
Channel B cuts through native soil and rock adjacent to tailings on the east side of the site. The 
channel is approximately 1,400 feet in length with slopes ranging from approximately 1 percent to 26 
percent. Sideslopes are nearly vertical where the channel was constructed into existing rock. The 
lower end of Channel B was shortened by approximately 30 feet due to groundwater seeps and 
narrowed by approximately 3 feet in areas with steep, rocky side slopes. 
 
Other Diversions and Site Improvements 
The roadside ditch along the Pond A access road was constructed to intercept surface water flow and 
divert the water away from the site toward Diversion Channel B. The Pond A access road was 
realigned along the cutslope above Pond B in order to maintain access to Pond A during substantial 
storm events. Storm water diversion berms were constructed north of Pond B area to divert runoff 
from upland areas around disturbed areas toward Diversion Channel A and to divert runoff from 
within the disturbed area to surface impoundments. 
 
Mill Site Area 
Two steel storage tanks containing asbestos and miscellaneous scrap metal were demolished from the 
former Mill Site area. The scrap metal and material were buried in the disposal area shown on the 
Record Drawings (which can be found in the 1999 Remedial Action Completion Report). Although 
not a part of the approved remedial design, a pool of oil located near the Mill Site area was mixed 
with chemical nutrients to encourage bioremediation and buried in the disposal area. 
 
Supplemental Site Modifications 
Supplemental site modifications were constructed at the Rover Pit area and the Pond access road in 
response to an US EPA request (June 13, 1995). The final revised design modifications were 
submitted to the US EPA in a letter from the PRPs dated October 19, 1995. Supplemental design 
modifications were approved by US EPA on February 1, 1996. 
 
Revegetation Pilot Study 
The selected remedy specified by the ROD required that a revegetation study be conducted to 
evaluate whether native vegetation could be established on disturbed areas of the Atlas Mine Area 
OU. Consequently, in 1994 the BLM contracted with Bitterroot Native Growers (BNG) of Corvallis, 
Montana to conduct a revegetation project for the site. The project involved a pilot study followed by 
three phases of planting. During the planting phases, 3,100 cubic yards of soil amendment were 
applied to 18.5 treatment acres, over 10,000 individual plants were planted, and 9.26 acres of the 
treated area were hydroseeded. 
 
Field trials were conducted in late 1994 and 1995 with the planting of a Pilot Project study area, 
located within the perimeter of Pond D, to test the species and soil amendments at the site and to 
determine effective field techniques for conducting full-scale revegetation. A revegetation pilot 
program was implemented in the southwest section of Pond D above the high-water line, as required 
in the Consent Decree. The pilot study was designed to evaluate whether native vegetation could be 
established on disturbed areas. 
 
During the following years, full-scale planting was implemented to reduce wind and water erosion 
through the application of soil amendment with organic composts, slow-release fertilizer, and 
gypsum; contour strip planting of live shrubs inoculated with site-specific mycorrhizal inoculum, and 
grass/forb seed applied as a hydroseeded slurry The work was conducted in three phases, with BNG 
conducting annual planting and monitoring of the previous year's efforts. 
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In June 1999, US EPA's contractor, CH2M HILL, conducted a brief visual survey to determine the 
relative success, up to that point of time, of the revegetation efforts at the site. At the time of the 
survey, much of the vegetation from the three phases of planting was living and appeared to be 
potentially viable. Overall, each successive phase of planting appeared to be increasingly successful.  
 
Access Roads and Controls 
A double bituminous paved cap was constructed on the main access road through the site to 
minimize dust emissions and provide improved access for future maintenance activities. The cap was 
constructed with two layers of imported chipped and cleaned rock and bituminous material 
conforming to American Society for Testing and Materials Standard D2397. The gates on the main 
access road were relocated as shown on the Record Drawings in the Remedial Action Completion 
Report (RACR). A soil stabilizer was applied to ponds access roads to minimize dust emissions.  
 
Portions of the perimeter of the site have been fenced, and berms along White Creek road have been 
constructed by the BLM to discourage access to the Atlas Mine Area. The site is routinely inspected 
by BLM to discourage trespassing and to identify activities of vandalism. In addition, access to the 
site is further limited by two locked gates on White Creek Road above the site and two locked gates 
on the same road below the site. Signs are clearly posted and maintained by BLM. The locks are 
managed by BLM. 
 
Deed restrictions 
The deed restriction called for in the ROD was not filed as due to a conflict between the ROD and 
the Consent Decree. An Explanation of Significant Differences was published by US EPA in 2010 to 
fully explain why a deed restriction is no longer required, and the measures in place that ensure 
protectiveness of the Atlas Mine Area. A discussion of the implementation of institutional controls at 
the Atlas Mine Area OU can be found in Appendix B1. 
 
4.2.2 Johns-Manville Mill OU 
Pine Canyon Land Company, Santa Fe Pacific Corporation, and Catellus Development Corporation, 
the responsible parties for the JMM OU, agreed to implement the selected remedy as defined in the 
ROD by entering into a Consent Decree with the US EPA (U.S.A. v. Pine Canyon Land Co., el al, 
No. F-92-5734 (OWW) U.S. District Court, Eastern District of California, Fresno Division, August 
11, 1992). A Remedial Design Work Plan provided the overall management strategy for performing 
the design, construction, O&M, and monitoring of the remedial action at the JMM OU. The US EPA 
approved the Remedial Design Work Plan on April 1, 1993.  
 
Remedial action at the JMM commenced on May 17, 1993. The remedial action consisted of 
mill dismantling, grading, cross-canyon stream diversion, improvements to an existing sediment 
trapping dam, implementing access restrictions, performing a revegetation pilot study, and road 
paving. The PRPs also carried out a program to revegetate disturbed areas of the site with native 
plants even though the Consent Decree required only a pilot study. Remedial features at the JMM are 
presented in Figure 4-2. The remedy was certified as operational and the prefinal inspection 
performed on April 28, 1994. US EPA issued a preliminary closeout report for the JMM OU in March 
1995 confirming that the construction phase of the remedy was completed and operating properly. 
 
A deed restriction was recorded on July 2, 1993, prohibiting interference with the implementation of the 
remedy at JMM OU. A more detailed status of institutional controls at the JMM OU is provided in 
Appendix B2. 
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As of 1998, US EPA determined that all appropriate response actions had been taken at the Coalinga 
Superfund Site (the JMM OU and City OU). On April 24, 1998, the Coalinga Site was removed from the 
NPL. After the delisting of the site, DTSC took oversight responsibilities for the two OUs.  
 
4.2.3 City OU 
SPTC agreed to implement the selected remedy for the City OU by entering into a Consent Decree 
with US EPA on July 27, 1989. A first Amended Consent Decree, which included the City of 
Coalinga as a signatory, was filed on May 17, 1990. The contaminated structures and areas at the site 
were divided into four areas based on geography: 
 

• The Marmac Warehouse located on Elm Avenue (Highway 198). 
• The storage yard located approximately 1 mile south of the Marmac Warehouse on Elm 

Avenue. 
• The Atlas shipping yard located in the vicinity of Glenn Avenue and Sixth Street. 
• The U.S. Asbestos Company at the southern border of the site that contained piles of raw 

asbestos ore. 
 
Remedial activities began in October 1989 (US EPA 1997). Cleanup of the site included the removal 
and consolidation of contaminated soils that exceeded one area-percent asbestos using PLM, soils 
that contained nickel at levels in excess of background, and any soils that displayed light-grey 
coloring characteristics of asbestos contamination. These consolidated soils, equipment and other 
waste materials were permanently buried in the onsite WMU. Two buildings known as the Marmac 
Warehouse and the Echo Transport Building were partially dismantled, and the contaminated 
material was also placed in the WMU. The remaining steel superstructures of the buildings were left 
onsite after being decontaminated by steam cleaning and application of an encapsulant. Figure 4-3 
presents the location of the WMU in the City OU. 
 
After the construction of the WMU, confirmation sampling indicated that the cleanup levels had been 
met, and a final inspection was conducted in October 1991. The final Remedial Action Report and an 
O&M Plan for the WMU were approved by EPA in April 1992, and a certificate of completion was 
issued to the City OU on May 18, 1993 (US EPA 1993). 
 
A deed restriction was originally recorded on June 22, 1990 for WMU. On September 24, 1992, an 
amended deed restriction was recorded, which provided a legal description of the area restricted 
under the original deed restriction. In 2006, US EPA determined that the deed restriction and 
amended deed restriction were not legally enforceable documents because they were not consistent 
with DTSC regulations. On September 24, 2010, an updated deed restriction was lodged with the 
Fresno County Recorder’s Office. Appendix B3 further evaluates the institutional controls 
implemented at the City OU.  
 
As mentioned in the previous sub-section, the Coalinga Asbestos Mine Superfund Site, including the 
JMM OU and City OU, was removed from the NPL on April 24, 1998. 
 
4.2.4 CCMA and Ponding Basin 
As specified by the ROD for the Atlas Mine Area OU, US EPA published a public notice in 1992 
regarding the status of the CCMA and Ponding Basin (US EPA 1992). At the CCMA, US EPA stated 
it would remain involved in BLM's planning and analysis process for the CCMA in order to help 
ensure protection of public health and the environment from the asbestos in the area. For the Ponding 
Basin, US EPA determined that the administration of the Basin, performed by DWR and USBR, was 
adequate to address the threat from asbestos in the Ponding Basin. These plans included (1) planting 
cover crops to reduce exposure to airborne asbestos and (2) expanding the Ponding Basin to reduce 
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chances of asbestos run-off from entering the Aqueduct. US EPA stated it would take no further 
action regarding the Ponding Basin under CERCLA.  
 
Although US EPA will not take action under CERCLA at either the Ponding Basin or CCMA, EPA 
will continue to conduct informal inspections of these areas during Five-Year Reviews, and will 
continue to be available as a resource to both BLM and DWR for issues related to asbestos exposure. 
A discussion of the current status of the Ponding Basin, along with a summary of the October 2010 
informal site inspection, is included in Appendix A1. 
 
At the CCMA, US EPA collaborated with BLM in assessing the risk posed to humans working and 
performing recreational activities within the CCMA. US EPA conducted a human health risk 
assessment, which was released on May 1, 2008 (US EPA 2008). A discussion of this assessment and 
the subsequent temporary emergency closure of the CCMA by BLM is provided in Appendix A2. 
 
4.3 Operation and Maintenance 
 
This section summarizes the operation and maintenance (O&M) activities required at the Atlas and 
Coalinga Superfund Sites. O&M activities are performed to protect the public health, welfare, and 
environment from the release of asbestos by ensuring the effectiveness of engineering and 
institutional controls. 
 
4.3.1  Atlas Mine Area OU 
PRPs have conducted routine site inspections and O&M activities at the Atlas Mine Area since 1996, 
when construction of the remedy was completed. An O&M Plan, dated November 15, 1999, was 
developed for engineered systems at the site and was included in the Remedial Action Completion 
Report (ESC 1999). BLM is the designated O&M manager for the site and has been administering 
the O&M Plan. US EPA is the regulatory agency responsible for oversight of the O&M work at the 
site. 
 
The O&M Plan originally specified that routine inspections of the engineering systems and access 
restrictions occur quarterly for the first two years and thereafter be conducted semiannually for the 
remaining 28 years of the implementation period. However, in a letter dated January 2000, US EPA 
approved a reduction in the inspection frequency to annually. Inspections typically occur in the fall. 
 
In addition to routine inspections, emergency inspections are to be conducted when precipitation 
greater than 2 inches falls on the site within a 24-hour period, as measured at the Spanish Lake 
Meteorological Station, or if seismic activity of magnitude 4.8 or greater on the Richter Scale occurs 
within 50 miles of the site. Inspections triggered by rainfall or seismic events should occur within 
one week of the triggering event. There have been no emergency inspections conducted in the past 
five years. 
 
In addition to routine maintenance activities, major repairs were completed in 2005. These are 
documented in the final Revised Construction Completion Report, submitted to US EPA in 2007 by 
CDM (contractor to the Atlas Mine Site Committee) (CDM 2007). The 2005 maintenance activities 
consisted of: 
 

• Repair four gullies on the outboard slope of the tailings pile south of the Regional Sediment 
Storage Area (RSSA) 

• Repair the eroded area near the culvert on the road to Rover Pit 
• Stabilize the Channel A terminus 
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• Repair a section of the road to Pond A, including construction improvements to an existing 
diversion channel 

• Remove material from Channel B that has sloughed from the adjacent cut slope. 
 
Other maintenance activities performed occurred in 2008. Maintenance recommendations were made 
in the 2007 annual site inspection report (CDM 2007) and are as follows: 
 

• Sediment Removal from Pond B: Because of sediment accumulation over the years, the 
storage capacity of Pond B has been reduced. As a result, it was recommended that 
accumulated sediments be removed from Pond B. 

• Pond D: The outlet channel was partially blocked by sediments deposited by runoff. It was 
recommended that the sediments be removed 

• Road to Rover Pit: During the site inspection, a large drop-off in the road was observed. It 
was recommended that the road be regraded to smooth the road. 

• Road to Pond A: The high-wall slop above Pond B continues to slough. To reduce the 
potential for high-wall slope failure, it was recommended that measures be undertaken to 
prevent runoff on the Road to Pond A from flowing over the Pond B high-wall. Also, it was 
recommended that debris in the adjacent drainage ditch be removed to prevent ponding in the 
vicinity of the high-wall. 

• Road to Pond A: Minor erosion on the outboard side of the road was observed. It was 
recommended that the roadway and shoulder by regarded to redirect sotrm water runoff to a 
gully on the south side of the road. In addition, sediments should be cleaned from the culvert 
at the base of the road to Pond A near its intersection with the paved roadway west of Pond 
D. 

• Regional Sediment Storage Area: The geofabric within the top of Gully #3 has ripped and 
should be replaced. 

 
The 2008 annual inspection report (ID 2009) confirmed that the above repairs had been made in 
August 2008. The report also confirmed that the repairs were completed and adequate. 
 
Since the last Five-Year Review, O&M inspections have been performed annually by BLM, 
Northrop Grumman, US EPA, and DTSC. Northrop Grumman subsequently completes and 
distributes an inspection report. The most recent regularly-scheduled O&M inspection was 
performed in conjunction with the Five-Year Review site inspection on October 19, 2010. Several 
issues were noted for follow-up maintenance. These issues can be found in Section 8 of this report. 
The site inspection checklist is provided in Appendix G1, and a summary of the site inspection is 
provided in Section 6.5.1. 
 
According to estimates from BLM (Moore 2011), BLM annual O&M costs for the site are 
approximately $178,000, which is consistent with the estimate identified in the ROD for annual 
O&M of the remedy. This number includes costs for EPA and DTSC oversight, 
maintenance/construction activities, administration of a medical monitoring program, 
decontamination costs associated with site inspections and visits, as well as BLM indirect overhead 
costs. Of this $890,000 total over five years, maintenance work in the Atlas Mine Area has cost 
roughly $63,000 over the last five years. 
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Table 4-1 Annual O&M Costs at the Atlas Mine Area OU 

Year Approximate O&M Oversight 
Cost (rounded to the nearest 

$1,000) 

Total Approximate Cost of O&M 
During 2006-2010 Five-Year 

Review Period 
2006 $178,000 
2007 $178,000 
2008 $178,000 
2009 $178,000 
2010 $178,000 

$890,000 

           Source: March 2011, E-mail correspondence with Mr. Tim Moore, BLM 
 
4.3.2 Johns-Manville Mill OU 

As specified in the Consent Decree, the PRPs implemented an O&M Plan in January 1995 to ensure 
the integrity of the stream diversions and sediment retention structures for a minimum of 30 years. 
Periodic inspections of the engineering systems were conducted by contractors to the PRPs every six 
months for the first three years after completion of remedial action construction and annually after 
the third year. In 2002, a revised O&M Plan was created by Levine-Fricke Rincon (LFR), a 
contractor to the Pine Canyon Land Company (PCLC), the current PRP (LFR 2002). According to 
the new O&M plan, annual inspections are to be performed by the owners of the ranch located 
adjacent to the site. They are also responsible for making minor repairs to the site access gates. 
 
In addition to periodic inspections, inspections are to be conducted when precipitation greater than 3 
inches falls on the site within a 24-hour period, as measured at the Birdwell Ranch rain gauge, or if 
seismic activity of magnitude 5 or greater occurs within 50 miles of the site, as measured by the 
seismograph at West Hills College in Coalinga. Inspections triggered by rainfall or seismic events 
should occur within one week of the triggering event. Since the last Five-Year Review, there have 
been no seismic/rain events that have triggered an inspection of the OU. 
 
Inspections of the site include several components. The engineering systems that require inspection 
include the cross-canyon diversion channel and spillway, fencing, gates, signs, sediment trapping 
dam, graded slopes, and the tailings pile drainage system. Maintenance items discovered during these 
inspections are repaired by the PRP, as necessary, to maintain the integrity of the remedial action.  
 
The most recent regularly-scheduled O&M inspection was performed on April 13, 2010. The 
inspection was performed by LFR, a contractor to PCLC. More recently, however, the Five-Year 
Review site inspection took place on October 18, 2010. Other than some faded signs that will require 
replacement, no deficiencies or other issues were noted at that time. The site inspection checklist is 
provided in Appendix G2, and a summary of the site inspection is provided in Section 6.5.2.  
 
Table 4-2, shown below, summarizes the annual O&M costs expended by the PRP at the JMM OU 
over the past five years (Clark 2011). This cost also includes EPA and DTSC oversight costs. The 
total cost of $85,000 over the past five years is consistent with the estimate identified in the ROD for 
annual O&M of the remedy. 
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Table 4-2 Annual O&M Costs at the JMM OU 

Year Approximate O&M Cost 
(rounded to the nearest $1,000) 

Total Approximate Cost of O&M 
During 2006-2010 Five-Year 

Review Period 
2006 $17,000 
2007 $17,000 
2008 $17,000 
2009 $17,000 
2010 $17,000 

$85,000 

           Source: March 2011, E-mail correspondence with Mr. David Clark, BNSF 
 
4.3.3 City OU 

The O&M Plan for the City OU was implemented by SPTC, the predecessor PRP to the Union 
Pacific Railroad Company (UPRC), to monitor and maintain the WMU (SPTC 1992).  
 
Quarterly inspections of the engineering systems were conducted by SPTC for the first three years 
after the completion of remedial action construction (starting in June 1991) and annually after the 
third year to assess the condition of the WMU and document any damaged areas or areas requiring 
corrective action. Vadose zone monitoring for moisture was performed quarterly for the first year, 
semiannually for the second and third years, and annually for the fourth and fifth years. Regularly-
scheduled vadose zone monitoring was terminated after 5 years, with the final event in May 1995, 
because no increases in moisture content greater than 5 percent over background baseline conditions 
(adjusted after the early quarterly events in 1991) were detected.  
 
Future vadose zone monitoring is only anticipated in the event of a natural disaster such as a flood, in 
which case Union Pacific Railroad Company, successor to SPTC, will immediately report the results 
to US EPA. In that event, Union Pacific Railroad Company will compare the vadose zone monitoring 
results to baseline conditions to determine if an increase in moisture above the 5 percent limit has 
occurred, and if the groundwater monitoring program initially developed should be initiated. Should 
groundwater monitoring be required, the program would entail the installation of three monitoring 
wells and quarterly sampling for nickel and asbestos. 
 
Current O&M activities at the WMU, as stated in the O&M Plan, include annual inspections for cap 
integrity, surface water ponding, and fence integrity. In the event of a natural disaster, such as a 100-
year flood or a catastrophic earthquake, an additional inspection will be conducted.  
 
The most recent regularly-scheduled O&M inspection was performed on July 21, 2010. The 
inspection was performed by Delta Consultants, a contractor to the Union Pacific Railroad Company 
(UPRC). More recently, however, the Five-Year Review site inspection took place on October 20, 
2010. At the time of the inspection, the integrity of the cover, vegetative growth, and fences were 
generally in good condition. There were several small maintenance issues, related to the fence, 
burrowing animals, and overgrowth of vegetation around the cap. More detail about the issues raised 
during the site inspection can be found in Chapter 8 of this report. The site inspection checklist is 
provided in Appendix G3, and a summary of the site inspection is provided in Section 6.5.3. 
 
Table 4-3, shown below, summarizes the annual O&M costs expended by the PRP over the last five 
years (Diel 2011). These costs include O&M costs as well as EPA and DTSC oversight costs. A 
significant portion of the oversight costs for 2010 include the additional activity-based sampling 
(ABS) work that was done to address revised asbestos cleanup guidance. Otherwise, O&M costs 
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were consistent with the ROD over the past five years. 
 
 
Table 4-3 Annual O&M Costs at the City of Coalinga OU 

Year Approximate O&M Cost 
(rounded to the nearest $1,000) 

Total Approximate Cost of O&M 
During 2006-2010 Five-Year 

Review Period 
2006 $11,000 
2007 $51,00 
2008 $26,00 
2009 $21,000 
2010 $168,000 

$277,000 

           Source: March 2011, E-mail correspondence with Mr. James Diel, Union Pacific Railroad Company 
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Figure 4-1 Atlas Mine Area OU Remedial Components  

 
 
Source: 2006 Five-Year Review for the Atlas Asbestos Mine and Coalinga Asbestos Mine Superfund Sites, Coalinga, California. CH2MHill figure, revised from Harding 
Lawsom Associates Plate 1. Modified May 1, 2006. 
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Figure 4-2 Johns-Manville Mill OU Remedial Components 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Source: 2006 Five-Year Review for the Atlas Asbestos Mine and Coalinga Asbestos Mine Superfund Sites, Coalinga, California. CH2MHill figure, modified from Levine 
Fricke’s 2002 Revised Operations and Maintenance Plan, Johns-Manville Coalinga Mill Area Operation Unit. 
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Figure 4-3 City of Coalinga OU Remedial Components 
 

 
Source: 2006 Five-Year Review for the Atlas Asbestos Mine and Coalinga Asbestos Mine Superfund Sites, Coalinga, California. CH2MHill figure, modified from Mapquest 
2006 
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5.0 PROGRESS SINCE LAST FIVE-YEAR REVIEW 
 
The last Five-Year Review conducted at the Atlas Asbestos Mine and Coalinga Asbestos Mine 
Superfund Sites was prepared by US EPA Region 9 and signed on September 28, 2006.  This is the 
third Five-Year Review for the Atlas Asbestos Mine Superfund Site and the fourth Five-Year Review 
for the Coalinga Asbestos Mine Superfund Site.  
 
5.1 Protectiveness Statement from Last Review 
The protectiveness statements identified for the Atlas Mine Area OU, the JMM OU, and the  
City OU in the last Five-Year Review reports are presented in this section. Due to the deferral of the 
protectiveness statement for the City OU, the site-wide protectiveness statement was also deferred 
until the additional information required for the City OU determination was obtained.  
 
5.1.1 Atlas Mine Area OU 
The protectiveness statement for the Atlas Mine Area, as determined in the 2006 Five-Year Review, 
is as follows: 
 

The remedial action at the Atlas Mine Area OU is protective of human health and the 
environment due to the removal of contaminated material, stabilization of erosion prone areas, 
structural improvements and additions, the installation of access controls and warning signs, 
and regular maintenance of the Atlas Mine Area OU.  

 
5.1.2 Johns-Manville Mill OU 
The protectiveness statement for the JMM OU, as determined in the 2006 Five-Year Review, is as 
follows: 
 

 The remedial action at the JMM OU is protective of human health and the environment 
 due to the removal of contaminated material, diversion of water around erosion prone 
 surfaces/materials, stabilization of erosion prone areas, structural improvements and 
 additions, the installation of access controls and warning signs, and regular maintenance of 
the JMM OU.  

 
5.1.3 City OU 
The protectiveness statement for the City OU, as determined in the 2006 Five-Year Review, is as 
follows: 
 
 The protectiveness of the remedial action for the City OU is deferred until further 
 information is obtained regarding potential human health risks of residual (< 1 
 percent) asbestos in soils that may be present in the unrestricted portion of the OU.  
 
5.2 Status of Recommendations and Follow-Up Actions from Last  
 Review 
 
Table 5-1 provides a summary of the issues and recommendations made during the last Five-Year 
Review. It also discusses the status and effectiveness of the follow-up actions taken to implement the 
recommendations. 
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Table 5-1 Status of Issues and Recommendations from Previous Five-Year Review 
 
OU Issue Recommendation Current Status 
Atlas 
Mine 
Area 

Some indications of erosion were 
observed at the naturally-unstable 
highwall above Pond B along the 
road to Pond A, which could 
reduce the width of the road to the 
point where vehicular access to 
Pond A could be affected. An 
active landslide along the road to 
Rover Pit/Channel A will likely 
eventually prevent vehicular 
access to Channel A. 

Alternate access roads to Rover Pit 
and Pond A should be identified in 
the event that erosion and/or sliding 
prevent access to Rover Pit/Channel 
A and Pond A. 
 

The roads to both Rover Pit and Pond A do not 
currently have feasible alternate routes of access. 
BLM will continue to implement O&M activities at 
both of these areas to maintain access to the Rover Pit 
and Pond A, and should identify alternate routes, as 
appropriate. 
 
At the Road to Pond A, the highwall slope above Pond 
B continues to slough. Maintenance activities 
conducted by the BLM contractor in August 2008 
reworked the drainage ditch on the outboard side of 
the road, allowing drainage into the vegetated area 
south of the roadway. BLM will continue to monitor 
this area and based on further erosion, will determine 
if engineering controls may be required. 
 
At the time of the 2010 Annual Site Inspection / Five-
Year Review Site Inspection, the active landslide at 
the road to the Rover pit had progressed to the point 
where it prevented vehicular access to the Rover Pit 
and Channel A. The road should be re-graded at this 
location. 

JMM 
OU 

The deed restriction recorded for 
the JMM OU is not legally 
enforceable and does not run with 
the land. 

The deed restriction should be re-
recorded consistent with the 2003 
DTSC LUCs regulations. 

As of June 2011, an updated deed restriction has not 
been filed with the Fresno County Recorder’s Office. 
However, in the last five years there has been 
significant progress made in drafting a deed restriction 
between the DTSC and the Pine Canyon Land 
Company (PCLC).  The new deed restriction will be 
legally enforceable, run with the land, and meet all the 
requirements of EPA and DTSC. 

City 
OU 

US EPA has recently revised 
asbestos risk assessment guidance 

An evaluation of the protectiveness 
of the asbestos cleanup level 

Based on the recommendation made in the previous 
Five-Year Review report to assess the protectiveness 
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to conclude that "the 1 area-
percent threshold for asbestos in 
soil/debris as an action level may 
not be protective of human health 
in all instances of site cleanups" 
(US EPA 2004). This new 
information is a change from the 
exposure assumption made at the 
City OU, which was the basis for 
the 1 percent soil cleanup level. 
Therefore, the remedy for the 
unrestricted portion of the City 
OU may not protect human health 
and the environment. This is not 
an issue for the WMU within the 
City OU, as human exposure 
pathways at the WMU are 
eliminated by a soil cap, fencing, 
and access restrictions. 

specified by the ROD should be 
performed for the unrestricted 
portion of the City OU. This 
evaluation will occur in three phases. 
The first phase will involve a review 
of information pertaining to the 
cleanup. This will determine the 
extent to which soils with residual (< 
1 percent) asbestos were left onsite 
and whether residual asbestos in 
soils could, potentially, compromise 
protectiveness. The second phase 
will only occur if it is determined 
under the first phase that 
protectiveness may be compromised. 
The second phase consists of 
developing a workplan to address 
potential risks. A third phase 
consists of evaluating the results of 
work conducted under the workplan 
and specify what, if any, further 
actions may be needed to ensure 
protectiveness. 

of the asbestos cleanup level at the City OU, US EPA 
proceeded with additional asbestos sampling and 
analysis. Sampling was conducted in the fall of 2007 
at several areas in and around the OU. In 2009, EPA 
issued a memorandum summarizing its conclusions 
from the additional sampling event. It was determined 
that the 1 area-percent asbestos cleanup level used at 
the City OU is protective of both human health and the 
environment.  
 
Due to the follow-up actions taken between 2007 and 
2009, the recommendation made in the last Five-Year 
Review Report has been fully resolved. A detailed 
explanation of the additional sampling and analysis 
conducted at the City OU is presented as Appendix C.  

City 
OU 

A deed restriction was recorded 
for the City OU, but it is not 
legally enforceable and does not 
run with the land. In addition, the 
surveyed coordinates identified in 
the deed restriction amendment 
are incorrect and do not include 
the portion of the restricted area 
that is within the Southern Pacific 
Railroad right-of-way. 
 

The deed restriction should be re-
recorded consistent with the 2003 
DTSC LUCs regulations. The deed 
restriction should be re-recorded to: 
(1) be consistent with current DTSC 
regulations for LUCs, and (2) reflect 
the accurate boundaries of the 
restricted area (WMU). Parties 
responsible for O&M of the deed 
restriction should also be identified. 
 

The deed restriction for the City of Coalinga’s Waste 
Management Unit (WMU) was lodged with the Fresno 
County Recorder’s Office on September 24, 2010. The 
deed restriction addressed the recommendations made 
in the last Five-Year Review. It is consistent with 
DTSC’s Land Use Covenant (LUC) regulations, is 
legally enforceable, and will run with the land. The 
LUC clearly defines the accurate WMU boundaries 
and assigns the City of Coalinga as the party 
responsible for Operation and Maintenance.  

 
A detailed explanation of the status of Institutional 
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Controls at the City OU is presented in Appendix B3. 
Additionally, a copy of the deed restriction is included 
as Attachment 1 of Appendix B3 of this document. 

City 
OU 

The DTSC phone number shown 
on signs along the fence 
surrounding the WMU is no 
longer valid. 

 

The signs should be updated with a 
current phone number for DTSC. 

 

As of the October 2010 Five-Year Review site 
inspection, the DTSC phone number was not valid. 
Signs have not been updated since October 2010 
inspection. This issue will be noted in Section 9 of this 
report, Recommendations and Follow-Up Actions. 
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6.0 FIVE-YEAR REVIEW PROCESS 
 
6.1 Administrative Components 
The Five-Year Review was led by Lily Tavassoli, US EPA Remedial Project Manager.  Innovative 
Technical Solutions, Incorporated (ITSI) provided limited technical support.  Jackie Lane led community 
involvement issues as the US EPA Community Involvement Coordinator.  
 
Potentially interested parties were notified at the initiation of the Five-Year Review, and consisted of the 
PRPs, their contractors, and the State of California. The following is the list of parties notified: Pine 
Canyon Land Company (PCLC), Union Pacific Railroad Company, the United States Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Northrop Grumman, Delta Consultants, the State of California Department of Water 
Resources (DWR), and the State of California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). 
 
The Five-Year Review of the Atlas and Coalinga sites involved: 
• Reviewing relevant documents, including routine operations, monitoring, and analytical data. 
• Reviewing federal and state Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate requirements (ARARs) 

cited in the RODs for each of the OUs. 
• Reviewing implementation of institutional controls. 
• Conducting an interview. 
• Performing site inspections of each of the OUs. 
• Informing the public of the findings of this Five-Year Review. 
 
6.2 Community Involvement 
US EPA published a public notice in the Fresno Bee on May 19, 2011. The text of the public notice 
is included as Appendix D.  The notice described the site background, gave the history of 
contamination at each OU, outlined the Five-Year Review process, provided the location of local site 
repositories where selected site documents can be found, and gave instructions for how to get 
involved with the review process.  No inquiries were received from the public regarding the Five-
Year Review. 
 
Following the release of this document, another public notice will be published. The notice will 
summarize the findings of the Five-Year Review and provide information on how the report can be 
obtained electronically or in-person. 
 
6.3 Document Review 
As a part of the Five-Year Review process, a review of numerous documents related to site activities 
were reviewed. The documents chosen for review ranged in publication date from 1989 to 2011. 
Documents reviewed include RODs, annual inspection reports, and O&M Plans. Appendix E 
provides a list of these documents. 
 
A review of the Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) was also conducted 
to determine if any regulatory changes had occurred since the last Five-Year Review that would 
impact the protectiveness of the remedy. The ARARs Analysis is provided as Appendix F. 
 
6.4 Data Review 
The Atlas Mine Area OU, JMM OU, and City OU do not require routine sampling and data analysis 
as part of their O&M activities. There were no data to review within the 2006 – 2011 period covered 
in this Five-Year Review.  
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Field analytical data were only collected from the City Operable Unit, where in 2007 additional 
sampling was performed to follow up on a 2006 Five-Year Review recommendation. The 
recommendation was to evaluate the protectiveness of the 1 area-percent soil-asbestos cleanup level 
chosen in the City OU ROD. This evaluation consisted of two sampling events: a soil sampling effort 
and activity-based sampling (ABS) effort. Data were used to determine exposure risk for the City 
OU. It was determined that the 1 area-percent cleanup level at the City OU is protective. There is an 
explanation of the sampling methodology, results, and conclusions provided in Appendix C. 
 
6.5 Site Inspection  
The site inspection checklist is used as a guide for collecting and reviewing information that is 
relevant to the Five-Year Review site inspection portion.  Site inspections were performed at the 
Atlas Mine Area OU, the JMM OU, City OU, CCMA, and Ponding Basin.  All site inspections took 
place between October 18 and 21, 2010.  A brief summary of each site inspection is presented below, 
with full site inspection checklists and photos included as Appendix G. 
 
6.5.1 Atlas Mine Area OU 
The site inspection of the Atlas Mine Area OU was performed on October 19, 2010. Representatives 
from US EPA, ITSI, DTSC, BLM, and Northrop Grumman were in attendance during the site 
inspection.  
 
During the site inspection, the ponds, paved road, and diversion channels were generally noted to be 
in good condition, with a few exceptions.  
 
Erosional features on and around the mine waste areas have changed little in recent years. Much of 
the erosion across the site has been mitigated by installation of drain rock, berms, subsurface piping 
for conveying surface water, surface water diversion structures, and vegetation. Active erosion is 
occurring on the site access road leading to Pond A (the highwall slope above Pond B) and the site 
access road to the Rover Pit. Since the last inspection, the road to the Rover Pit has collapsed, 
preventing vehicle traffic from passing this point and creating a safety hazard. This area should be 
regraded to create access for site inspections, and alternate routes of access should be identified. 
 
Not all surfaces within the OU drain directly into a settlement pond.  Some surfaces, notably the 
outward slopes of the Regional Sediment Storage area, and the outward slopes of areas to the west of 
Pond B drain directly into one of the surface runoff diversion channels. Siltation has occurred in both 
of the surface runoff diversion channels (Channel A and Channel B).  In some areas, this siltation has 
completely filled the rock mattresses in the channel bed, leaving a smooth surface on the channel 
bottom.  Though the siltation is not likely to fill the channels or obstruct flow, the smooth bottom 
surface of the channels facilitate faster current flow in the channels, which could, in turn, lead to 
release of asbestos-laden sediments from the site. The scope of the role of Channel A and Channel B 
in the remedial design should be expanded to include sediment capture.  Accumulated sediments 
should be periodically removed from the channels and deposited at the Regional Sediment Storage 
Area. 
 
Runoff from the Rover Pit is not intercepted by a settlement pond and the outlet structure of the 
Rover Pit, as well as most of the ground surface of the pit cannot be directly inspected because there 
is no way to access these areas safely by vehicle.  Site roadway infrastructure should be expanded to 
allow access to all areas of the Rover Pit for inspection.  Access to the outlet structure, revegetation 
areas, and areas most prone to erosion should be prioritized. 
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Although many of the original plants from the revegetation pilot study did not survive, a significant 
number survived to reproduce so that plants are now growing in areas outside the boundaries of the 
original restoration project. Plants have continued to respond favorably to the past year of higher 
precipitation rates, and look healthy where established. It is expected that plants will continue to 
grow and disperse to new areas over the long-term, albeit at a slow rate. 
 
Roads within the Mine Area were in generally good condition, except for the portion of the unpaved 
site road leading to the "Rover Pit" which is inaccessible due to damage from the active landslide. 
Fences, gates, and locks were noted to be in good condition. No immediate signs of trespassing were 
noted during this inspection.  
 
Generally, the Atlas Mine Area OU is in good condition. Several routine maintenance activities and 
repairs to signs are required, but otherwise the inspection of the Mine Area showed there were no 
issues that would call into question the effectiveness of the remedy or the O&M at the OU. The site 
inspection form for the Atlas Mine Area and photos from the site inspection are presented in 
Appendix Gl. 
 
6.5.2 Johns-Manville Mill OU 
The site inspection of the JMM OU was performed on October 18, 2010. Representatives from US 
EPA, ITSI, DTSC, and BNSF were in attendance during the site inspection. The site caretaker and 
adjacent property owner, Ken and Mary Birdwell, also participated in the site inspection.  
 
The stream and surface water diversions, outlet works, dam, and the paved road on the JMM were in 
good condition. Vegetation on the tailings pile appeared to be established in some areas, but poorly 
established on sloped portions of the tailing piles. No indications of vandalism or trespassing were 
observed within the fenced, restricted portions of the site during the site inspection. Signage was 
adequate around the WMU, although some signs were noted to be significantly faded.  
 
Overall, the inspection of the JMM showed there were no issues that would call into question the 
effectiveness of the remedy or the O&M at the OU. The site inspection form for the JMM and photos 
from the site inspection can be found in Appendix G2. 
 
6.5.3 City OU 
The site inspection of the City OU was performed on October 20, 2010. Representatives from US 
EPA, ITSI, DTSC, Delta Consultants (as a representative of Union Pacific Railroad Company), and 
the City of Coalinga were present for the visual inspection of the Waste Management Unit (WMU).  
 
Generally, the WMU was in good condition. The cap cover and all drainage features were in good 
condition. Overgrown weeds were present on the outside and inside of the WMU, making inspection 
of the fence integrity difficult in some places. This overgrowth could also create routes for burrowing 
animals to enter the WMU area. Numerous burrow holes were observed around the sides and base of 
the landfill cap. Also, a section of smooth metal sheeting at the top of a section of tight mesh screen 
along the WMU perimeter fence was torn and detached from the fence in several locations. 
 
No indications of vandalism or trespassing were observed within the fenced, restricted portions of the 
site during the site inspection. Signage was adequate around the WMU. The only deficiency noted 
was an inactive DTSC phone number listed on the signs on the perimeter fence. 
 
EPA also briefly inspected of the rest of the City of Coalinga OU to verify that there had been no 
changes in land use in the past five years. The rest of the OU still consists of a shopping center and 
residential development. 
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The inspection of the WMU showed there were no issues that would call into question the 
effectiveness of the remedy or the O&M at the OU. The site inspection form for the City OU and 
photos from the site inspection can be found in Appendix G3. 
 
6.5.4 Ponding Basin and CCMA 
During the October 2010 Five-Year Review site inspections, US EPA conducted informal 
inspections of both the Arroyo Pasajero Ponding Basin and the Clear Creek Management Area.  
 
On October 19, 2010, during a brief visual inspection of the CCMA, EPA verified that adequate 
signage was in place updating the public on the temporary closure status of the CCMA. EPA also 
observed signs of trespassing by off-road bicycle/vehicle users in some areas of the CCMA. 
 
On October 21, 2010, EPA met with three DWR employees involved with oversight of the Arroyo 
Pasajero Ponding Basin. They provided a thorough tour of the Ponding Basin, including levee roads 
around the northern, eastern, and southern perimeter of the Basin. Additionally, EPA and DWR 
traversed central Huron to the crossing of the Arroyo Pasajero Creek and Lassen Avenue, where 
there are concerns about the control of floodwaters during heavy rain events.  
 
Further information about the inspections, as well as photographs, are included as Appendix A.  
 
6.6 Interviews  
One interview was conducted as part of the Five-Year Review process.  It is summarized below and 
the Interview Summary Forms is included as Appendix H. 
 
The interview was conducted with Mr. Steven Ross, Project Manager with the California Department 
of Toxic Substances Control, Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program. Mr. Ross is the 
state project manager responsible for the oversight of all Operation and Maintenance (O&M) 
activities at the Coalinga Site. The interview was conducted via telephone conference on February 8, 
2011.  
 
Mr. Ross expressed that the remedies in place at the Atlas Mine Area, JMM, and City OU are 
successfully controlling the release of asbestos. He noted that there have been no significant 
operations and maintenance related issues, vandalism or trespassing, or other issues requiring the 
attention of DTSC. He is pleased with the maintenance activities conducted at the Atlas Mine Area 
OU. He also noted that DTSC is pleased with the temporary closure of the Clear Creek Management 
Area (CCMA), and he sees the CCMA as the only area of concern to the community. This concern is 
related to the emergency closure of the CCMA to off-highway recreational use. Mr. Ross noted that 
DTSC inspects the JMM and Atlas Mine Area on an annual basis, as well as the City’s waste 
management unit on a more informal basis.  
 
Mr. Ross also discussed institutional controls implementation at the sites. DTSC has not been able to 
proceed with recording an enforceable environment covenant on the Atlas Mine OU because of the 
language in the consent decree. There were no concerns about institutional controls at other operable 
units. 
 
Mr. Ross made several practical suggestions related to project management functions between DTSC 
and EPA. One such recommendation was to create an FTP (file transfer protocol) site to store site 
documents. Another recommendation was to request hard copies of deliverables from site PRPs. 
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7.0  TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT 
 
The following section is a technical assessment of the remedies at the Atlas Mine Area OU, Johns-
Manville Mill OU, and City OU. The assessment is made by answering the three questions in the 
following sections. 
 
7.1 Question A: Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision 

documents? 
 
7.1.1 Atlas Mine Area OU 
 
Remedial Action Performance 
The purpose of the remedy at the Atlas Mine Area OU is to prevent asbestos-containing material 
from leaving the site by air or surface water discharge. The remedy is functioning as intended by the 
ROD based on observations made during the annual site inspections, the Five-Year Review site 
inspection, and a review of relevant documents and ARARs.  
 
Asbestos-containing sediments are collected in several sedimentation ponds that have been 
constructed across the site, resulting in a decrease in loadings of asbestos to surface water 
downstream of the site. Fencing and signage prevent access to the site. Paved roads at the entrance of 
the site and within the site are maintained to further mitigate the potential for generation of airborne 
asbestos.  
 
Operations and Maintenance 
O&M of the Atlas Mine Area OU has been effective. Annual inspections are performed to identify 
any need for maintenance activities at the site. The remedy is expected to be protective in the future 
if routine inspections continue and maintenance activities are performed as necessary. 
 
There are several O&M-related issues that were noted during the Five-Year Review site inspection of 
the Atlas Mine Area, which are addressed in the O&M recommendations listed in Chapter 9 
(Recommendations and Follow-Up Actions.) These issues should be addressed through maintenance 
activities by the PRPs. 
 
Opportunities for Optimization 
There were no opportunities for system optimization identified during this review. 
 
Early Indicators of Potential Issues 
There are currently no indicators of potential remedy failure at the Atlas Mine Area OU.  
 
Implementation of Institutional Controls and Other Measures 
The requirement for deed restrictions originally called for in the Atlas Mine Area ROD cannot be 
implemented as intended. First, the language in the 1992 Consent Decree entered into with the Atlas 
Corp. and Vinnell does not require the PRPs to place deed restrictions on the site, and the Consent 
Decree also voids the requirement in the 1990 ROD. Additionally, two parcels within the Atlas Mine 
Area, previously owned by Wheeler Properties, Inc., deed restrictions cannot be placed on because 
the owner (Wheeler) defaulted on the property and there is now no discernable property owner with 
whom to file the restrictions. 
 
On September 15, 2010, EPA issued an Explanation of Significant Differences from the ROD to 
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explain the status of institutional controls at the Atlas Mine Area and to clarify measures in place that 
ensure the Atlas Mine Area remains protective of human healthy and the environment. A 
comprehensive update on the background and status of institutional controls at the Atlas Mine Area 
OU is provided as Appendix B1. 
 
Access controls at the Atlas Mine Area effectively prevent exposure to asbestos. Fences, gates, and 
locks at the site are intact and in good condition. In the last five years, site inspections conducted by 
EPA and BLM have noted signs of trespassing, such as motorcycle tracks within the Mine Area OU. 
BLM should continue to patrol the site.  
 
7.1.2 Johns-Manville Mill OU 
 
Remedial Action Performance 
The remedy at the Johns-Manville Mill OU is to divert surface water in Pine Canyon Creek away 
from the tailings pile, minimize the release of asbestos to the creek, pave the road through the Mill 
Area to suppress dust, dismantle the mill building and dispose of the debris, and restrict access to the 
site.  
 
The remedy appears to be functioning as intended by the ROD based on observations made during 
the annual site inspection reports, the Five-Year Review site inspection, and on a review of relevant 
documents and ARARs. The remedial activities and subsequent monitoring have achieved the 
remedial objectives. 
 
Operations and Maintenance 
O&M at the JMM OU has been effective. The maintenance contractor regularly inspects the OU and 
makes minor repairs to the site. There are no indications of any difficulties with O&M of the remedy. 
 
Opportunities for Optimization 
There were no opportunities for system optimization identified during this review. 
 
Early Indicators of Potential Issues 
There are no indicators of potential issues identified at this time. 
 
Implementation of Institutional Controls and Other Measures 
It was discovered in the previous Five-Year Review that the deed restriction recorded for the JMM 
on July 2, 1993 was not consistent with DTSC LUC regulations. A new deed restriction needs to be 
recorded with the Fresno County Recorder’s Office by Pine Canyon Land Company and DTSC. The 
new deed restriction will be legally enforceable, run with the land, and meet all DTSC regulations for 
LUCs. A comprehensive update on the status of institutional controls at the JMM OU is provided as 
Appendix B2. 
 
Access controls at the JMM continue to effectively prevent exposure to asbestos. The fence and 
signage are generally in good condition. It was noted in the Five-Year Review inspection that several 
of the signs have faded considerably. All warning signs having a noticeable degree of fading should 
be replaced with new, weather and sunlight-resistant signs.  In addition, comparable warning signs 
printed in Spanish should be posted. The JMM OU and surrounding area appeared to be undisturbed 
and secure during the site inspection, with no evident signs of trespassing. 
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7.1.3 City OU 
 
Remedial Action Performance 
The purpose of the remedy at the City of Coalinga OU is to prevent exposure to asbestos-laden 
materials that were present at the OU as a result of the transport of asbestos and asbestos-
contaminated materials from the Atlas Mine Area and JMM OU to the City OU.  
 
Asbestos waste is capped at the Waste Management Unit and is effectively preventing exposure to 
asbestos. The WMU is functioning as intended by the ROD based on observations made during the 
annual site inspection reports, the Five-Year Review inspection, and a review of relevant documents 
and ARARs. The City OU has achieved the remedial objectives to reduce exposure to asbestos. 
 
Operations and Maintenance 
Operation and maintenance (O&M) of the WMU has been effective in maintaining the remedy at the 
City OU. The UPRC’s contractor conducts annual inspections of the WMU, notes any deficiencies at 
the site, and then performs routine maintenance activities to correct problems. There are no 
indications of any difficulties with O&M of the remedy. 
 
There are several O&M-related issues that were noted during the Five-Year Review site inspection of 
the WMU, which are noted in the O&M recommendations section of Chapter 9 (Recommendations 
and Follow-Up Actions.) 
 
Opportunities for Optimization 
There were no opportunities for system optimization identified during this review. 
 
Early Indicators of Potential Issues 
There are no indicators of potential issues identified at this time. 
 
Implementation of Institutional Controls and Other Measures 
A deed restriction between the owner of the Waste Management Unit (WMU), the City of Coalinga 
(as per “Stipulated Judgment Quieting Title, APN: 900-700-12 [formerly APN 083-020-59SU]”) and 
the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) was filed with the Fresno County 
Recorder’s Office on September 24, 2010. The deed restriction prevents disturbance to the cap at the 
WMU, which will prevent the release of asbestos and nickel contaminants from the Site. This deed 
restriction is consistent with DTSC regulations for LUCs. The restriction is both enforceable and runs 
with the land. All of the ROD-required institutional controls for the WMU have been implemented 
successfully. A comprehensive update on the status of institutional controls at the City OU is 
provided as Appendix B3. A copy of the deed restriction is also included in the appendix as an 
attachment. 
 
Access controls at the WMU continue to prevent access to the cap. Fencing and signage are generally 
in good condition, but require some maintenance to prevent access to the site. Specifically, the signs 
around the WMU should include the correct DTSC phone number. Also, the smooth metal sheeting 
installed at the top of a section of tight mesh screen along the WMU perimeter fence to prevent 
animals from climbing over the fence into the site should be repaired, as it is torn and detached from 
the fence in several locations. Yearly inspections of the WMU should continue to note deficiencies to 
access controls, which should then be corrected through routine maintenance activities.  
 



7-4 

7.2 Question B: Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels, 
and remedial action objectives (RAOs) used at the time of the remedy 
selection still valid?  

 
The purpose of this applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) evaluation is to 
determine whether laws, regulations, or guidance promulgated since approval of site decision 
documents alter the remedy’s protectiveness of human health and the environment. 

ARARs for the Atlas and Coalinga Superfund Sites were initially established in their respective 
Records of Decision (RODs). The contaminants of concern include asbestos, heavy metals including 
nickel, mining waste, and particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10). The complete 
results and evaluation of ARARs is presented in Appendix F and are summarized below. 
 
Changes in Standards and TBCs 
There are no new action-, chemical-, or location-specific ARARs for the Atlas Mine Area OU, JMM, 
or City OU identified during this Five-Year Review period. However, the previous Five-Year 
Review identified two chemical-specific ARARs and one location-specific ARAR promulgated 
during that period of review that have been amended during the current Five-Year Review period. 
 
Chemical-specific ARAR 40 CFR 61.152 that established air cleaning requirements for asbestos 
control equipment was amended on July 1, 2010 and chemical-specific ARAR 40 CFR 61.153 that 
established reporting requirements for asbestos waste producers was also amended on July 1, 2010. 
There is no impact on the protectiveness of the remedy as a result of either amendment. 
 
A location-specific ARAR related to the recording of ICs was signed in 2003 and was acknowledged 
as a relevant and appropriate to all OUs of the Atlas and Coalinga Sites in the 2006 Five-Year 
Review. This regulation is Title 22, CCR, Division 4.5, Chapter 39, Section 67391(a), (d), (g), and (i) 
requires all land-use covenants to be signed by the California Department of Toxic Substance 
Control and the landowner and to be recorded in the county where the land is located (April 19, 
2003). On November 17, 2007, Title 22, CCR, Division 4.5, Chapter 39, Section 67391 
(a)(b)(d)(g)(i) was amended. There is no impact on the protectiveness of the remedy as a result of the 
amendment. 
 
None of the ARARs amended since the previous Five-Year Review have altered the remedies’ 
protectiveness of human health and the environment at the Atlas Mine Area, JMM, and City OU. The 
complete ARARs Technical Memo is included as Appendix F of this document. 

Changes in Exposure Pathways 
There have been no changes that could potentially impact human or ecological exposure to the site 
contaminants. There have been no changes in the land-use in and around the Atlas Mine Area, JMM, 
or City OU since the last Five-Year Review. Future changes in land use are not anticipated at this 
time. There are no new contaminants, sources of contaminants, or newly identified routes of 
exposure to the site contaminants. The physical site conditions have not changed in a way that has 
the potential to affect the protectiveness of the remedy at the Atlas Mine Area, JMM, and City OU. 
 
Changes in Toxicity and Other Contaminant Characteristics  
No other information was identified as part of this Five-Year Review that calls into question the 
assumptions made during selection of the remedies at the sites. There have been no new 
contaminants or contaminant sources identified at the Atlas Mine Area, JMM, or City OU. There also 
have been no changes in the physical conditions at the sites that would affect the protectiveness of 
the selected remedies.  
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Changes in Risk Assessment Methods 
Since the previous Five-Year Review, there have been no changes to the US EPA Risk Assessment 
guidance, including changes to risk assessment methodology. There is no impact on the 
protectiveness of the remedies at the Atlas Mine Area, JMM, and City OU. 
 
Expected Progress towards Meeting Remedial Action Objectives  
According to the documents reviewed, site inspections, and interview, the remedial activities and 
subsequent inspections at the Atlas Mine Area OU, JMM OU, and City OU have achieved the 
remedial action objectives of reducing the exposure to asbestos. 
 
7.3 Question C: Has any other information come to light that could call into 

question the protectiveness of the remedy? 
  
7.3.1 Atlas Mine Area OU 
In 1991, an ecological risk assessment was performed as part of the Remedial Investigation for the 
Atlas Mine Area OU (US EPA 1991b). In the last five years, there have been no changes to the land 
use of the site or the areas surrounding the site. It is not necessary to update the ecological risk 
assessment during this Five-Year Review. 
 
There have been no impacts from natural disasters that have impacted the protectiveness of the 
remedy at the Atlas Mine Area OU. There is no other information that has come to light which could 
potentially affect the protectiveness of the remedy. 
 
7.3.2 Johns-Manville Mill OU 
The 1991 RI report for the JMM OU included an ecological risk assessment (US EPA 1991 b). In the 
last five years, there have been no changes to the land use of the site or the areas surrounding the site. 
It is not necessary to update the ecological risk assessment during this Five-Year Review. 
 
There have been no impacts from natural disasters that have impacted the protectiveness of the 
remedy at the JMM OU. There is no other information that has come to light which could potentially 
affect the protectiveness of the remedy. 
 
7.3.3 City OU 
There have been no impacts from natural disasters that have impacted the protectiveness of the 
remedy at the City OU. There is no other information that has come to light which could potentially 
affect the protectiveness of the remedy. 
 
7.4 Technical Assessment Summary  
Questions A, B, and C as a whole address three aspects of the protectiveness of human health and the 
environment at each of the three Operable Units: the Atlas Mine Area, JMM, and City OU.  
 
Question A addresses the functionality of the remedies implemented at each OU. According to the 
documents and ARARs reviewed, annual site inspections at each OU between 2007 and 2010, the 
Five-Year Review site inspections, and interviews, the remedies implemented at the Atlas Mine Area 
OU, JMM OU, and City OU are functioning as intended by their respective RODs. There have been 
no changes in the physical conditions at the sites or the surrounding land uses that would affect the 
protectiveness of the remedies or change potential exposure to the site contaminants. 
 
Overall, O&M has been effective at the three OUs. At the Atlas Mine Area, several issues were 
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raised that should be addressed by the PRPs. They are discussed again in Chapter 9, 
Recommendations and Follow-Up Actions. At the City OU, weed abatement and pest control should 
continue to prevent potential damage to the cap.  
 
Access control and signage should be repaired as necessary at all three OUs. At the City OU, minor 
repairs should be made to the fence surrounding the WMU. Additionally, the DTSC phone number 
on the signs should be updated. At the Atlas Mine Area and JMM, signs that have faded over time 
should be replaced. Updated signs should include messages in both English and Spanish. 
 
Question B addresses the validity of the exposure assumptions, cleanup levels, and remedial action 
objectives used at the time the remedy was selected. This evaluation showed that there has not been a 
significant change in standards. No new ARARs were identified. Three regulations were amended, 
but there is no impact on the ARARs for the Atlas and Coalinga Sites. Additionally, there have been 
no changes in the land use of the sites or their surrounding areas, or changes in the toxicity of 
contaminants and how they are assessed using EPA risk assessment methodology.  
 
Question C addresses any other information that has come to light since the last Five-Year Review 
that may affect the protectiveness of the remedy at any of the OUs. There has been no such new 
information, and no events (such as natural disasters) that could potentially impact the protectiveness 
of the remedies at the sites. 
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8.0  ISSUES 
 
Issues related to current site conditions that may impact the effectiveness of the remedies at the Sites 
are summarized below.  
 
Table 7-1 Issues 

Affects Protectiveness OU Issue Current Future 
Atlas Mine Area 
OU 

Currently, visual inspections of the Atlas Mine Area are 
conducted annually to verify the remedy is functioning 
as intended. Since a large portion of the boundary of the 
Atlas Mine Area in inaccessible by foot or by car, these 
annual visual inspections are unable to thoroughly 
identify potential for migration of asbestos. 

No Yes 

Johns-Manville 
Mill OU 
 

A deed restriction was recorded for the JMM OU, but it 
is not legally enforceable and does not run with the 
land. 

No Yes 
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9.0  RECOMMENDATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS 
 
Table 9-1 Issues, Recommendations, and Follow-Up Actions 
 

Affects 
Protectiveness 

OU Issue Recommendation / Follow-Up Action Party 
Responsible 

Oversight 
Agency 

Milestone 
Date 

Current Future 
Atlas 
Mine 
OU 

Currently, visual 
inspections of the Atlas 
Mine Area are conducted 
annually to verify the 
remedy is functioning as 
intended. Since a large 
portion of the boundary 
of the Atlas Mine Area in 
inaccessible by foot or by 
car, these annual visual 
inspections are unable to 
thoroughly identify 
potential for migration of 
asbestos. 

The Operation and Maintenance (O&M) 
manual for the Atlas Mine Area OU should 
be revised to include a requirement for a 
minimum of one aerial inspection to be 
conducted during each Five-Year Review 
period. At least one aerial inspection should 
be performed no later than one year prior to 
the completion of the next Five-Year 
Review. Aerial inspections would allow for 
thorough examination of the site boundary 
to determine whether migration of asbestos-
laden materials is occurring. In order to 
provide a baseline for the next Five-Year 
Review, the first aerial inspection should be 
conducted one year from the completion of 
this report.  

Northrop 
Grumman 
and BLM 

US EPA 9/2012 No Yes 

JMM 
OU 

A deed restriction was 
recorded for the JMM 
OU, but it is not legally 
enforceable and does not 
run with the land. 

Record an enforceable deed restriction 
between the Pine Canyon Land Company 
and DTSC with the Fresno County 
Recorder’s Office. The deed restriction 
should be consistent with current DTSC 
regulations for ICs, be enforceable by 
DTSC (with EPA listed as a third-part 
beneficiary) and should run with the land. 
Parties responsible for O&M of the deed 
restriction should also be identified. 

Pine Canyon 
Land 

Company 

DTSC 10/2011 No Yes 
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In addition to the Issues and Recommendations, the following are suggested areas of 
improvement which do not affect protectiveness but were identified during the Five-Year 
Review.  
 

• Atlas Mine Area: Small signs affixed to site fencing within the OU at regular 
intervals read, "ASBESTOS - Cancer and Lung Disease Hazard, Authorized 
Personnel Only, Respirators and Protective Clothing Required in this Area."  Many of 
these signs are faded and disintegrating as to be illegible or partly illegible.  Newer 
signs have been posted near the entrance to the OU via the site access road.  These 
signs contain a warning message in English only and may not be comprehensible to 
non-English speakers. Additional signs should be posted at the entry point to the OU, 
preferably on or near the entry gate with an equivalent warning message printed in 
Spanish.  Faded or incomplete signs within the OU should be replaced and 
augmented with equivalent Spanish language signs. 

• Atlas Mine Area: Runoff from the Rover Pit is not intercepted by a settlement pond 
and the outlet structure of the Rover Pit, as well as most of the ground surface of the 
pit cannot be directly inspected because there is no way to access these areas safely 
by vehicle. Site roadway infrastructure should be expanded to allow access to all 
areas of the Rover Pit for inspection.  Access to the outlet structure, revegetation 
areas, and areas most prone to erosion should be prioritized.  

• Atlas Mine Area: A portion of the unpaved site road leading to the "Rover Pit" area 
has dropped due to an active landslide leaving a vertical offset of approximately two 
feet across the roadway, preventing vehicle traffic from passing this point and 
creating a safety hazard. The road to Rover Pit should be re-graded at the location of 
the landslide and alternate routes to Rover Pit should be identified or constructed. 

• JMM: Warning signs affixed at regular intervals to the barbed-wire site perimeter 
fence and cable fences along the site access road were observed to have faded 
significantly in some areas when compared to photographs taken during the previous 
five-year review.  Many of these signs are expected to become completely illegible at 
the current rate of fading before the next five-year review inspection. All warning 
signs having a noticeable degree of fading should be replaced with new, weather and 
sunlight-resistant signs.  In addition, comparable warning signs printed in Spanish 
should be posted. 

• City OU: Warning signs are posted at regular intervals and affixed to the Waste 
Management Unit perimeter fence.  The signs provide an incorrect or out-of-date 
telephone contact number for the Department of Toxic Substances Control. The signs 
should be replaced with new signs containing the correct/current contact telephone 
number at the DTSC, or the existing signs should be updated to show the 
correct/current number. 

• City OU: Numerous and pervasive burrow holes of approximately two to three inches 
in diameter were observed around the sides and base of the landfill cap. Pest 
eradication, burrow filling/destruction and repair to the pest exclusion infrastructure 
should be performed to protect the cap from burrowing animals. 

• City OU: Dense shrub growth has occurred around the perimeter fence which 
obscures inspection of the fence and provided a potential route for burrowing animals 
to enter the site over the exclusion infrastructure. Weed abatement should be 
conducted to remove any shrubs or tall weed growth around the Waste Management 
Unit perimeter fence. 
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• City OU: A section of smooth metal sheeting was installed at the top of a section of 
tight mesh screen along the Waste Management Unit perimeter fence to prevent 
animals from climbing over the fence into the site. The smooth metal sheeting has 
torn and detached from the fence in several locations. Maintenance should be 
performed to restore the smooth sheeting.
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10.0  PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENTS 
 
The remedial actions at the Atlas Asbestos Mine Superfund Site and the Coalinga Asbestos 
Mine Superfund Site are protective of human health and the environment in the short term. 
 
The remedy at the Atlas Mine Area OU is protective of human health and the environment 
due to the removal of contaminated material, stabilization of erosion prone areas, structural 
improvements and additions, the installation of access controls and warning signs, and 
regular inspections and maintenance. However, in order for the remedy to be protective in the 
long-term, aerial inspections of the Atlas Mine Area should be conducted previous to each 
Five-Year Review to determine whether migration of asbestos-laden sediments has occurred. 
 
The remedy at the Johns-Manville Mill OU currently protects human health and the 
environment because of the remedy in place: removal of contaminated material, diversion of 
water around erosion prone surfaces/materials, stabilization of erosion prone areas, structural 
improvements and additions, the installation of access controls and warning signs, and 
regular inspections and maintenance. However, in order for the remedy to be protective in the 
long-term, institutional controls, in the form of an enforceable deed restriction, must be 
placed on the property. 
 
The remedy at the City of Coalinga OU is protective of human health and the environment 
due to the removal and consolidation of contaminated soils and other materials beneath an 
on-site cap (the Waste Management Unit), restriction of future uses through a deed 
restriction, the installation of access controls and warning signs, and regular inspections and 
maintenance. 
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11.0  NEXT FIVE-YEAR REIVEW 
 
The next Five-Year Review for the Atlas Asbestos Mine Superfund Site and Coalinga 
Asbestos Mine Superfund Site will be conducted in 2016, five years from the date of this 
review.  
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This section provides an update on the status of the Arroyo Pasajero Ponding Basin (Ponding 
Basin).  
 
Background 
The Arroyo Pasajero Ponding Basin is located between the City of Huron and the San Luis 
Canal (also known as the California Aqueduct). Both the Atlas Mine Area and the Johns-
Manville Mill Area, which are approximately 30 miles west of the Ponding Basin, are located 
near intermittent streams that drain to Los Gatos Creek, a tributary to Arroyo Pasajero Creek. 
The Ponding Basin is designed to hold floodwaters from the Arroyo Pasajero alluvial fan.  
 
The Ponding Basin was included as an area of interest of the Atlas Mine Area Operable Unit 
because of concerns that asbestos-laden sediments from the Mine Area could have 
contributed mine wastes to the Ponding Basin via the water in Los Gatos Creek. The San 
Luis Canal is one of the largest drinking-water conveyance structures in the state, serving 
many southern California municipalities. In 1992, EPA published a fact sheet that verified 
that the United States Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) and the California Department of 
Water Resources (DWR) had taken the lead on managing the risks associated with naturally-
occurring asbestos and asbestos waste at the Ponding Basin. The fact sheet also stated that 
EPA was satisfied that these agencies' plans to adequately address the threat from asbestos 
waste in the Ponding Basin. 
 
Currently, discharges to the California Aqueduct are successfully controlled by the Ponding 
Basin. Controlled releases are only made when necessary for flood control purposes, and 
samples are collected prior to such releases to ensure elevated constituent concentrations are 
not released to the aqueduct. 
 
Activities Since Last Review 
The last major expansion effort at the Ponding Basin, in 2005, was addressed in the previous 
Five-Year Review. Since 2005, DWR has conducted regular operation and maintenance 
activities at the Ponding Basin. A copy of the Operation and Maintenance guide for the 
Ponding Basin, obtained from DWR, is included as Attachment 1. 
 
2010 Site Inspection Summary 
On October 21, 2010, US EPA conducted an informal inspection of the Ponding Basin. US 
EPA met with three individuals from DWR. Teodoro Alvarez is the Supervising Engineer for 
the Ponding Basin in the State Water Project Analysis Office of DWR. Mr. Alvarez is the primary 
point of contact for the Ponding Basin. Jim Thomas is chief of the San Luis Field Division, which 
oversees Operation and Maintenance of the San Luis Canal and all off-canal projects. Paul 
Romero is a DWR employee based in the Fresno Office. He is involved in Operation and 
Maintenance activities at the Ponding Basin. Selected photographs from this inspection are 
included as Attachment 2. 
 
DWR provided EPA with a comprehensive tour of the Ponding Basin and the surrounding areas. 
All major engineering features and access controls (roads, locked gates, and signage) were 
pointed out and discussed.  
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Issues and Recommendations  
There were two main issues for the Ponding Basin related to asbestos exposure: 1) trespassing 
and 2) flooding of Lassen road with asbestos-laden sediments. EPA advised DWR to address 
these issues as part of their operations and maintenance activities. 
 
First, there were multiple signs of trespassing and dumping within the Ponding Basin. Although 
signage is adequately placed along the perimeter of the outer fence, evidence of trespassing is 
clear at most entrances of the Basin, as well as within the Basin. During the site inspection, 
DWR and EPA witnessed a car driving in the Basin. Trespassing by foot or driving creates 
airborne dust containing asbestos. DWR should post signs in both English and Spanish 
specifically warning the public about hazardous material/asbestos exposure within the Basin. 
DWR should also take steps to patrol the Ponding Basin more frequently for trespassing. 
 
Second, flooding where the Arroyo Pasajero Creek Crosses Lassen Road creates potential 
exposure to asbestos to the community. Floods occur approximately once per year during heavy 
rain periods, when the undercrossing becomes inundated with water and flow channels can no 
longer hold floodwaters. As a result, asbestos-laden soils wash out over Lassen Road. According 
to DWR, Lassen Road is closed during flood events just north of the City of Huron. Lassen Road 
is the main access road to the City of Huron, and detours during road closures can take 
approximately 40 minutes. The road remains closed until Caltrans plows deposed soils and 
sediments to the side of the road. The last flooding event at Lassen Road took place in late 2009. 
 
Since the Arroyo Pasajero Creek carries sediments that contain naturally-occurring asbestos, extra 
precautions should be taken by DWR and Caltrans to ensure that washed out roads are free of 
sediments before being re-opened to the public to ensure minimization of potential asbestos 
exposure. Additionally, smaller flood events that do not merit closing of Lassen Road should be 
monitored for impact to Lassen Road in terms of asbestos-laden sediment deposition. During the 
site inspection, DWR discussed the possibility of constructing of a bridge to overcross Lassen 
Road. DWR should further pursue current plans with Caltrans to build an overcrossing at the 
intersection of Lassen Road and Arroyo Pasajero Creek. This bridge would greatly reduce 
exposure to dust containing naturally-occurring asbestos and eliminate maintenance activities 
associated with closures of Lassen Road. 
 
Future EPA Involvement 
EPA is not involved with the management of the Ponding Basin. Additionally, releases of 
asbestos from the Atlas Mine Area and JMM are controlled through the remedies 
implemented at the respective sites. EPA is not concerned that asbestos mine waste from the 
Atlas Mine Area and JMM are impacting the San Luis Canal. However, since the Arroyo 
Pasajero Ponding Basin is an area of interest in the Atlas Mine Area ROD, EPA will continue 
to check on the status of the Ponding Basin in subsequent Five-Year Reviews. This will be 
done by conducting informal interviews with the current DWR project manager for the 
Ponding Basin, and/or by conducting an informal visual inspection of the Ponding Basin to 
ensure that naturally-occurring asbestos and asbestos waste are being adequately addressed 
through proper signage and access controls.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 

DIVISION OF OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE 
SAN LUIS FIELD DIVISION 

 
March 2010 

 
STANDING ORDER NO.  SLFD-OP-06-8I 
 
Supersedes Standing Order No. SLFD-OP-97-8H 
 
Subject:  Operation of Arroyo Pasajero Impounding Basin 
 
Purpose:  
  
With the primary purpose of protecting the Aqueduct, substantial reliance on the 
judgment of field division personnel is necessary in implementing action responsive to 
particular circumstances.  Flexibility is necessary to ensure the appropriate action is 
taken as the conditions require. 
 
The following interim operating criteria shall be used when operating the Arroyo 
Pasajero area facilities until a final standard operating procedure is adopted after 
completion of the required environmental documentation. 
 
A.   During August Precise Surveys shall observe current elevations of the Arroyo 

Pasajero area facilities, including Gale Ave Stilling Well, Gale Ave Staff, Gale 
Ave Gabbions, Gale Ave Dike, Gale Ave Inlet Structure Deck, Rubber Dam, Gale 
Ave Road, Evacuation Culvert, Evacuation Culvert Dike and Evacuation Culvert 
East Side Discharge Area. 

 
B.   During October all slide gates on the evacuation culvert near the railroad 

crossing and on the inlet structures near Gale Avenue shall be exercised by 
operating them through full travel to assure they will be operable if needed.  
Precipitation gages, stage recorders and telemetry stations shall be inspected 
and place inservice.  The flood gates at the railroad track shall be exercised to 
full closure and reopened by Utility Craft.  The San Joaquin Valley Railroad will 
be notified in advance of the time and date of the exercise by ACC.  The rubber 
dam shall be cleaned of debris, inspected, fully inflated, and deflated by Water 
Operations.  All dikes, levees, and embankments shall be inspected by Water 
Operations.  Necessary maintenance and repairs shall be performed. 

 
C.   All gated structures, culverts, and pipelines shall be inspected shortly before 

floodwaters enter the pounding basin to insure that all slide gates are closed and 
locked and pipes are free of debris.  The rubber dam equipment and railroad 
flood gates shall be inspected and cleaned of debris.   
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Standing Order No. SLFD-OP-06-8I 
March 2010 
Page 2 
 
 
 
D.   During the periods when floodwater is flowing or impounded in the pounding  

basin(s), all dikes, levees, rubber dam equipment, railroad flood gates, and 
embankments shall be inspected daily by Water Operations.  Temporary erosion 
control measures shall be installed if needed. 

 
E. POC to familiarize themselves with the operating procedures.  ACC & POC to 

coordinate target pool elevation 322.10, and monitor pool 20 and 21 for possible 
drawdown if release become necessary. 

 
F.  If the Gale Avenue water surface elevation is forecasted to exceed elevation 

321.7 (top of gabion), the ACC shall notify the POC (the POC will notify the 
 appropriate headquarters per

information and keep both the POC and Field Division supervision updated.  All 
flood information and applicable documents will be retained.   

 
G.   The existing retention basin between the training dike and Gale Avenue shall be 

used to store the initial basin inflow.  When the water surface elevation reaches 
322.0, Water Operations will monitor Gale Avenue on a 24 hour basis.  The 
Rubber Dam shall be inflated when the water surface elevation reaches 325.5.  

 
Flood water above elevation 322.1 that has been impounded for several days 
may be considered for release into the aqueduct as a source of available water 
of acceptable water quality.  Field Division personnel will coordinate with the 
POC to determine if impounded water of acceptable water quality will be 
released into the aqueduct. 

 
H.   When the water surface elevation at the evacuation culvert near Check 19 

reaches 325.5, or 12 hours prior to the water surface elevation reaching 326.0, 
the ACC shall notify San Joaquin Valley Railroad (559-592-1857) that the water 
in the basin is rising and the flood gates will be closed across the railroad tracks 
when the water surface elevation reaches 326.0.  Field Division personnel will 
close and seal the flood gates across the railroad tracks at water surface 
elevation 326.0.  The San Joaquin Valley Railroad will be notified when the gates 
are closed and reopened. 

 
If the floodwater is predicted to rise above elevation 325.5 at the Gale Avenue 
gage (low point on Gale Avenue weir is 327.00), the inlet structure gates shall be 
opened and flood water released into the Aqueduct. The ACC will make the 
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Standing Order No. SLFD-OP-06-8I 
March 2010 
Page 3 
 
 
I. The water entering the Aqueduct will be used per Project O&M Instruction OP-

13.    
 
J. Flow shall be allowed south across Gale Avenue, by deflating the Rubber Dam, 

and fill the proposed pounding basin expansion between Gale Avenue and 
Avenal Cutoff Road.  The ACC will make required notifications.  See attachment, 

 
 
 
K. If the water surface elevation at the Gale Avenue gage is predicted to rise after 

the basin to the south is filled to elevation 330.0, the gates to the evacuation 
culvert shall be opened and floodwater permitted to flow toward the east beneath 
the canal.  The ACC will make required notifications.  See attachment, 

 
 

 
L. Precipitation forecasts and the progress of flood flows, flood stages, and other 

hydrologic conditions, will be monitored closely, and may necessitate a request 
to the POC to accelerate opening of the evacuation culvert gates and the Gale 
Avenue inlet structure gates with the approval of appropriate headquarters 
personnel. 

 
M.   Hydrologic conditions will be monitored closely until the floodwater level recedes 

to elevation 320.0 at the Gale Avenue gage and forecasted precipitation is 
minimal. 

 
 
 
 
              
Dan Erreca                  James J. Thomas, Chief 
HEP Operations Superintendent    San Luis Field Division 
 
 
 
Attachment A  Flows Past Gale Avenue Emergency Notification List  2 Pages 
Attachment B  Evacuation Culvert Emergency Notification List  2 Pages 
Attachment C  Minor and Major Floodwater Inflow Emergency Notification List  4 Pages 
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Evidence of Trespassing within the Ponding Basin, center of basin at railroad tracks 
 

 
Dumping at the Ponding Basin, north entrance to levee roads on Lassen Avenue 
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Evidence of driving within the Ponding Basin, north entrance to levee roads on Lassen Avenue  
 

 
Standard DWR placed on all access gates throughout the perimeter of the Ponding Basin 
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Standard DWR placed on all access gates throughout the perimeter of the Ponding Basin 
 

 
West-facing view of the intersection of Lassen Road and Arroyo Pasajero Creek 
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East-facing view from the intersection of Lassen Road and the Arroyo Pasajero Creek. The left 
channel is for lower-flow rain events, and the channel on the right is designed for overflow during 
large-scale flood events 
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This section provides an update on the status of the Clear Creek Management Area (CCMA). 
The CCMA was included as an area of interest of the Atlas Mine Area Operable Unit because 
of concerns that asbestos from the Mine Area could have potentially been transported to the 
CCMA via wind.  In 1992, EPA published a fact sheet that verified that the United States 
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) had taken the lead on 
managing the risks associated with naturally-occurring asbestos and asbestos-laden sediments 
at the CCMA. T
planning and analysis process at the CCMA. 
 
On May 1, 2008, US EPA Region 9 released the Clear Creek Management Area Asbestos 
Exposure and Human Health Risk Assessment. The Exposure and Risk Assessment reported 
the results of the activity-based sampling that EPA conducted in 2004 and 2005 to measure 
the breathing-zone exposures to asbestos of individuals participating in typical CCMA 
recreational activities. The risk assessment also estimated the lifetime excess cancer risks 
associated with the activities. EPA released a public notice to inform the public of the 
completion of the CCMA Asbestos Exposure and Human Health Risk Assessment, which is 
included as Attachment 1. 
 
Exposure Assessment  
Activities included in the exposure assessment were off-highway motorcycle and ATV 
riding, SUV driving/riding, hiking, camping, vehicle washing and vacuuming, and fence 
building.  The exposure assessment found that motorcycle riding, ATV riding, and on-road 
SUV driving/riding had the highest exposure concentrations, in some cases exceeding even 
the U.S. Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) 30-minute Excursion Limit 
for asbestos. Only hiking was near ambient asbestos concentrations. For overall off-highway 
vehicle riding, combining motorcycling, ATV driving/riding, and SUV driving/riding, 
trailing riders had significantly higher exposures than lead riders. 
 
Risk Assessment  
Importing the exposure data into typical use scenarios, excess lifetime cancer risk was 
estimated using both the U.S. EPA Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) and the 
California EPA Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) cancer 
toxicity values for asbestos.  Calculations were prepared for 30-year adult exposures, as 
recommended by the Superfund risk assessment guidance. In addition, 30-year combined 
child and adult exposures (12 years as a child and then 18 years as an adult) and 12-year child 
exposures (a population which recreates with families from ages 6 to 18) were also evaluated. 
Risks were calculated for 1 visit to CCMA per year, 5 visits per year (Reasonable Maximum 
Exposure), and 12 visits per year (High Estimate) for recreational scenarios, and 1 visit per 
year, 60 visits per year, and 120 visits per year for the worker scenarios for Bureau of Land 
Management employees. The risks were compared to the EPA Superfund program acceptable 
risk range for exposure to a carcinogen, of 10-4 (1 in 10,000) to 10-6 (1 in 1,000,000) excess 
lifetime cancer risk. Exposures which are estimated to cause more than 1 in 10,000 excess 
cancers are considered by EPA to be of concern and may require action to reduce the 
exposure and resulting risk. 
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There was no combination of use scenario, toxicity value, or visits per year that was below 

Day Use Hiking scenario had risk calculations within the acceptable range. Using the IRIS 
king five or more visits to CCMA per 

year over a 30-year period to participate in Weekend Riding, Day Use Riding, Weekend 
Hunting, and Combined Riding and Fence Building could put recreational users at an excess 

risk range of 1x10-4 (1 in 10,000) to 1 in 10-6 (1 
in 1,000,000). The highest IRIS risk estimations, 2 in 1,000 (2 x10-3), were based on the 95% 
Upper Confidence Limit (UCL) exposure concentration for 12 visits per year for Weekend 
Riding and 120 visits per year for worker SUV Patrol. 
 
Using the OEHHA toxicity value, even one visit per year for Weekend Riding, Day Use 

acceptable risk range. The higher risks reflect the fact that the OEHHA asbestos toxicity 
value is 8 times larger than the value in IRIS. At the high end of the risk range, excess 
lifetime cancer risk estimations using the OEHHA toxicity value and the 95% UCL 
concentration indicate that recreational users riding motorcycles 12 weekends 
per year could have as much as a 1 in 100 (1 x 10-2) lifetime chance of developing asbestos-
related cancer. Worker populations performing SUV patrol duties at CCMA for 
120 days per year are estimated to have the same risk. It should be noted that neither the 
IRIS nor OEHHA values are designed for very high exposure levels, so the number 
calculated for the high-end risk has a higher degree of uncertainty than the numbers 
calculated for the lower exposure scenarios. However, the risks are still extremely high. 
 
Current Status 
As a result of the EPA Exposure and Risk Assessment, the Bureau of Land Management 
Hollister Field Office issued a Temporary Closure effective May 1, 2008, to all forms of 
entry and public use of public lands in the CCMA to protect public health and safety. BLM 
announced the closure of the CCMA in a public memorandum/fact sheet (Attachment 2).  
They also provided opportunity for public input by holding three public meetings after the 
announcement of the temporary closure of the CCMA. 
 

findings and it is expected that the Proposed RMP and Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS) will be available for public comment in March/April 2011.  BLM will announce 
release of the PRMP/FEIS once a Notice of Availability is published in the Federal Register.  
A 30-day public protest period begins upon release of the PRMP/FEIS.  Following the 30-
day public protest period, BLM must resolve protests before approving any changes to the 
CCMA's land use decisions.  This usually takes 3-6 months.  The final Record of Decision 
(ROD) for the CCM PRMP/FEIS will replace the current Temporary Closure Order. 
 
EPA Involvement 
Since the release of the Clear Creek Management Area Asbestos Exposure and Human 
Health Risk Assessment, US EPA has had limited involvement at the CCMA. EPA has 
participated, and will participate, in public meetings held by BLM. Additionally, EPA will 
continue to support BLM with technical issues, such as responding to technical comments 
received on the pending RMP or inquiries from interest groups. 
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During the October 2010 Five-Year Review site inspections for the Atlas Mine Area OU, 
City of Coalinga OU, and Johns-Manville Mill Area OU, EPA did an informal visual 
inspection of the Clear Creek Management Area. This inspection verified that adequate 
signage was in place to warn the public of the closure of the CCMA. Pictures from this 
informal inspection are included as Attachment 3.  
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Picture confirming temporary closure of the CCMA 
 

 
Naturally-occurring asbestos warning sign in both English and Spanish 
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Sign indiciating the closure of the CCMA. Provides contact information number 
 
 

 
Tire tracks on hillsides are evidence of trespassing inside the CCMA 
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Picture of area along road inside the CCMA 
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This memorandum summarizes the results of an assessment of the status of institutional 
controls at the Atlas Mine Area Operable Unit 1 (Atlas Mine Area) of the Atlas Asbestos 
Mine Superfund Site. Institutional controls are non-engineered instruments, such as 
administrative and legal controls, that help to minimize the potential for human exposure to 
contamination and/or protect the integrity of a response action.  
  
A Record of Decision (ROD) was issued for the Atlas Mine Area on September 21, 1990. A 
component of the remedy selected in the ROD included filing deed restrictions on privately 
held lands to limit future land use and prevent disturbance of the contaminated material at the 
site. For the reasons below, the deed restrictions called for in the ROD could not be filed as 
originally intended. In Section VI1(A)(6) of the 1992 Consent Decree for the Atlas Mine 
Area OU, the United States specifically provided that "the Defendants (Atlas Corp. and 
Vinnell) are not required to implement the deed restriction requirement of the Consent 
Decree other than as provided in Section VI (Notice of Obligations to Successors-in-Title)." 
Section VI only required the Defendants to file a copy of the Consent Decree with the Fresno 
County Recorder's Office, which the Defendants have done. Since Northrop Grumman Space 
& Mission System Corporation (Northrop) is the successor to Vinnell, it is also bound by the 
terms of the 1992 Consent Decree and is not required to file deed restrictions.  
 
Accordingly, if Northrop sells its Atlas Mine Area OU property (San Benito and Fresno 
Counties Parcel No. 030-250-004-0) to another entity, US EPA should ensure that such 
future owner file a deed restriction that runs with the land for this privately-owned portion of 
the site to prevent future disturbance of the contaminated material left onsite. 
 
Two additional privately-owned parcels (Fresno County Parcel Nos. 45-240-09 and 45-240-
12) that are part of the Atlas Mine Area OU list Wheeler Properties, Inc. (Wheeler), as the 
title owner.  However, since Wheeler filed for bankruptcy in 1980, and was administratively 
dissolved in 1991, there is no discernible property owner for these parcels who could record a 
deed restriction.  The State has not recorded any tax liens or initiated a tax sale to recover 
any, presumably, delinquent property taxes. 
 
In place of the deed restrictions originally called for in the ROD, US EPA issued an 
Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) on September 15, 2010, in order to clarify the 
measures in place that ensure the Atlas Mine Area OU remains protective of human health 
and the environment. The ESD explained measures being implemented to ensure 
protectiveness while remaining consistent with the Consent Decree language. A copy of this 
ESD is included as Attachment 1 of this sub-appendix.  
 
Another component of the examination of institutional controls in this memorandum is a 
limited title search. The purpose of the title search is to verify that there have been no 
changes in ownership of the Atlas Mine Area, and that there are no other documents recorded 
in association with these privately owned parcels that would impact the effectiveness of 
institutional controls at the Atlas Mine Area. A limited title search was run on the Atlas Mine 
Area for Fresno County parcel Nos. 45-240-09 and 45-240-12.). The title search corresponds 
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to the review period for this Five-Year Review (2006- February 2011). The results of the 
limited title search are included as Attachment 2 of this sub-appendix. 
 
Institutional controls have been implemented at the Atlas Mine Area to the fullest extent 
practicable. There are no deficiencies or recommendations to be made with respect to 
institutional controls at the Atlas Mine Area OU. 
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Matters affecting the above real estate which do not directly appear among the land records, or are not indexed to the exact listed 
names and legal descriptions above are not included in this report.  This is not a commitment for insurance nor is it an opinion on 
marketability of title.  Subject to terms and conditions at TitleSearch.com

www.afxc.com  877-TITLE-37 || (877) 848-5337   

PROPERTY AND OWNERSHIP INFORMATION 
Current Owner's Name WHEELER PROPERTIES INC Order # 26809-1 
Property Address  Completed Date 3/11/11 
City/State  Effective Date 3/7/11 
APN/Parcel/PIN 045-240-09 County FRESNO COUNTY, CA 
DEED/VESTING INFORMATION 
Grantee(s)  NO CHAIN OF TITLE FROM 2006 

FORWARD Deed Date  
Grantor/Prior Owner  Recorded Date  
Consideration Amount  Instrument |Book/Page  
Sale Price  Deed Type  
Notes:   
TAX INFORMATION 

Year Property Tax Status Due Date Amount 
 EXEMPT STATUS   
    

Land Value $135 
Building/Improvements $0 Notes: 

TOTAL ASSESSED VALUE $135 
OPEN MORTGAGE/DEED OF TRUST INFORMATION 
Mortgagor NO OPEN MORTGAGES FOUND Date Signed  
Mortgagee  Date Recorded  
Trustee  Instrument |Book/Page  
Mortgage Type  Original Amount  
Assignment |Related Doc  Related Doc Book/Page  
Related Doc Date  Related Doc Recorded  
RELATED JUDGMENTS, UCC AND LIENS AGAINST OWNER 

Instrument # Description Date Recorded  Amount 
NO JUDGMENTS OR LIENS FOUND FOR CURRENT 
OWNER FOR SUBJECT PROPERTY     

EASEMENTS AND RESTRICTIONS FOR CURRENT OWNER AGAINST PROPERTY 
Instrument # Description Date Recorded  

NO EASEMENTS OR RESTRICTIONS FOUND FOR CURRENT OWNER 
FOR SUBJECT PROPERTY   

http://www.afxc.com
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Ú·®­¬ ²¿³» Ý±«²¬§ FRESNO
Í¬®»»¬ ¿¼¼®»­­ Ý·¬§ FRESNO Í¬¿¬» CALIFORNIA
Ó¿·´·²¹ ¿¼¼®»­­ PO BOX 11496, RENO NV 89510-1496
Ð¿®½»´ Ò«³¾»® 045-240-09 ß´¬»®²¿¬» °¿®½»´ ²«³¾»®
Ô»¹¿´ Ü»­½ò

Ú»¼»®¿´ô ­¬¿¬»ô ¿²¼ ´±½¿´ »²ª·®±²³»²¬¿´ ®»½±®¼­ ¸¿ª» ¾»»² ®»­»¿®½¸»¼ô 
®»­«´¬·²¹ ·² ¬¸» º±´´±©·²¹ ´·­¬ ±º ®»½±®¼»¼ »²ª·®±²³»²¬¿´ ´·»²­ ¿²¼ ßËÔù­
ø¿½¬·ª·¬§ ¿²¼ «­¿¹» ´·³·¬¿¬·±²­÷ º±® ¬¸» ­«¾¶»½¬ °®±°»®¬§ ¸¿ª·²¹ ¾»»² º±«²¼æ

ÛÒÊ×ÎÑÒÓÛÒÌßÔ Ô×ÛÒÍô ×Ý ­ô ÔËÝ ­ô ßËÔ ­ô ú ÜÛËÎ ­
ï NONE FOUND WITH UNITED STATES EPA
î NONE FOUND WITH CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
í NONE FOUND IN THE FRESNO COUNTY OFFICIAL LAND RECORDS
ì

ÖËÜÙÓÛÒÌÍô Ô×ÛÒÍ
ï NONE FOUND WITH CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
î NO PENDING ENFORCEMENT ACTION LOCATED
í
ì

ÑÌØÛÎ ×ÒÚÑÎÓßÌ×ÑÒæ

This search is subject to the terms and conditions at TitleSearch.com.

 500X435.6 FT PAR IN NW1/4 SEC 32 T18R13 



Matters affecting the above real estate which do not directly appear among the land records, or are not indexed to the exact listed 
names and legal descriptions above are not included in this report.  This is not a commitment for insurance nor is it an opinion on 
marketability of title.  Subject to terms and conditions at TitleSearch.com

www.afxc.com  877-TITLE-37 || (877) 848-5337   

PROPERTY AND OWNERSHIP INFORMATION 
Current Owner's Name WHEELER PROPERTIES INC Order # 26809-2 
Property Address  Completed Date 3/11/11 
City/State  Effective Date 3/7/11 
APN/Parcel/PIN 045-240-12 County FRESNO COUNTY, CA 
DEED/VESTING INFORMATION 
Grantee(s)  NO CHAIN OF TITLE FROM 2006 

FORWARD Deed Date  
Grantor/Prior Owner  Recorded Date  
Consideration Amount  Instrument |Book/Page  
Sale Price  Deed Type  
Notes:   
TAX INFORMATION 

Year Property Tax Status Due Date Amount 
 EXEMPT STATUS   
    

Land Value $139 
Building/Improvements $0 Notes: 

TOTAL ASSESSED VALUE $139 
OPEN MORTGAGE/DEED OF TRUST INFORMATION 
Mortgagor NO OPEN MORTGAGES FOUND Date Signed  
Mortgagee  Date Recorded  
Trustee  Instrument |Book/Page  
Mortgage Type  Original Amount  
Assignment |Related Doc  Related Doc Book/Page  
Related Doc Date  Related Doc Recorded  
RELATED JUDGMENTS, UCC AND LIENS AGAINST OWNER 

Instrument # Description Date Recorded  Amount 
NO JUDGMENTS OR LIENS FOUND FOR CURRENT 
OWNER FOR SUBJECT PROPERTY     

EASEMENTS AND RESTRICTIONS FOR CURRENT OWNER AGAINST PROPERTY 
Instrument # Description Date Recorded  

NO EASEMENTS OR RESTRICTIONS FOUND FOR CURRENT OWNER 
FOR SUBJECT PROPERTY   
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Ñ®¼»® Ò«³¾»® 26809-2 Ûºº»½¬·ª» Ü¿¬» 2/25/2011
Ô¿­¬ ²¿³» WHEELER PROPERTIES, INC
Ú·®­¬ ²¿³» Ý±«²¬§ FRESNO
Í¬®»»¬ ¿¼¼®»­­ Ý·¬§ FRESNO Í¬¿¬» CALIFORNIA
Ó¿·´·²¹ ¿¼¼®»­­ 575 FOREST ST #201, RENO NV 89509-1689 
Ð¿®½»´ Ò«³¾»® 045-240-12 ß´¬»®²¿¬» °¿®½»´ ²«³¾»®
Ô»¹¿´ Ü»­½ò

Ú»¼»®¿´ô ­¬¿¬»ô ¿²¼ ´±½¿´ »²ª·®±²³»²¬¿´ ®»½±®¼­ ¸¿ª» ¾»»² ®»­»¿®½¸»¼ô 
®»­«´¬·²¹ ·² ¬¸» º±´´±©·²¹ ´·­¬ ±º ®»½±®¼»¼ »²ª·®±²³»²¬¿´ ´·»²­ ¿²¼ ßËÔù­
ø¿½¬·ª·¬§ ¿²¼ «­¿¹» ´·³·¬¿¬·±²­÷ º±® ¬¸» ­«¾¶»½¬ °®±°»®¬§ ¸¿ª·²¹ ¾»»² º±«²¼æ

ÛÒÊ×ÎÑÒÓÛÒÌßÔ Ô×ÛÒÍô ×Ý ­ô ÔËÝ ­ô ßËÔ ­ô ú ÜÛËÎ ­
ï NONE FOUND WITH UNITED STATES EPA
î NONE FOUND WITH CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
í NONE FOUND IN THE FRESNO COUNTY OFFICIAL LAND RECORDS
ì

ÖËÜÙÓÛÒÌÍô Ô×ÛÒÍ
ï NONE FOUND WITH CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
î NO PENDING ENFORCEMENT ACTION LOCATED
í
ì

ÑÌØÛÎ ×ÒÚÑÎÓßÌ×ÑÒæ

This search is subject to the terms and conditions at TitleSearch.com.

5 AC SAN JOAQUIN MILLSITE IN SEC 32 T18R13
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Ö±¸²­óÓ¿²ª·´´» Ó·´´ ÑË ×²­¬·¬«¬·±²¿´ Ý±²¬®±´­ Ó»³±®¿²¼«³ 
 
This memorandum summarizes the results of an assessment of the status of institutional 
controls at the Johns-Manville Mill Operable Unit (JMM) of the Coalinga Asbestos Mine 
Superfund Site. Institutional controls are non-engineered instruments, such as administrative 
and legal controls, that help to minimize the potential for human exposure to contamination 
and/or protect the integrity of a response action.   
A Record of Decision (ROD) was issued for the JMM on September 21, 1990. A component 
of the remedy selected in the ROD included filing a deed restriction to restrict future land 
uses and to prevent disturbance of the contaminated material remaining at the site. A deed 
restriction was in fact recorded on July 2, 1993 and included a County Recorder office stamp.  
The 1996 and 2001 Five-Year Review reports found this deed restriction to be sufficient. 
However, as part of the 2006 Five-Year Review, a title search was run on the pertinent JMM 
parcel -030-035), and it revealed that no 
environmental restrictions on the parcel.  
 
The deed restriction, which was signed in 1993 and is included in the Revised Operations and 
Maintenance Plan for the JMM OU was filed unilaterally by the property owner in the Fresno 

 -Year 
Review, concluded that the since the deed restriction did not convey a property interest to a 
grantee, it was not a legally enforceable agreement and did not run with the land. In the 2006 
Five-Year Review, the recommendation was made to file a new deed restriction consistent 
with California land use covenant statutory and regulatory authorities.  
 
Another component of the examination of institutional controls in this memorandum is a 
limited title search. The purpose of the title search is to verify that there have been no 
changes in ownership of the JMM, and that there are no other documents recorded with the 

 that would impact the effectiveness of institutional controls at the 
JMM. A limited title search was run on the JMM area (Fresno County, parcel No 063-030-
03S). The title search corresponds to the review period for this Five-Year Review (2006- 
February 2011). The results of the limited title search are included as Attachment 1 of this 
sub-appendix.  
 

Deficiencies and Recommendations 
The deed restriction signed in 1993 is not legally enforceable and does not run with the land. 
It is recommended that a new land use covenant be drafted between the property owner and 
DTSC, with US EPA assigned as a third-party beneficiary. The new deed restriction should 
be consistent with Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 67391.1 and 
any other DTSC regulations on land use covenants.  
 
Since 2006, EPA and DTSC have negotiated draft language. It is anticipated that the deed 
restriction for the JMM will be finalized, signed, and recorded with the Fresno County 

 of the 2011 calendar year
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Ô·³·¬»¼ Ì·¬´» Í»¿®½¸ Î»­«´¬­  



Matters affecting the above real estate which do not directly appear among the land records, or are not indexed to the exact listed 
names and legal descriptions above are not included in this report.  This is not a commitment for insurance nor is it an opinion on 
marketability of title.  Subject to terms and conditions at TitleSearch.com

www.afxc.com  877-TITLE-37 || (877) 848-5337   

MMiinneerraall RRiigghhttss RReeppoorrtt
PROPERTY AND OWNERSHIP INFORMATION 
Current Owner's Name SFP RAILROAD COMPANY Order # 26809-5 
Property Address  Start Date 2006 
City/State  Effective Date 3/4/11 

APN/Parcel/PIN 063-030-03S County 
FRESNO COUNTY, 

CA 
MINERAL DEEDS, LEASES  |  RELATED DOCUMENTS 
Document Type GRANT DEED Document Date 12/29/89 
Grantee(s)  SFP RAILROAD COMPANY Recorded Date 1/5/90 
Grantor SANTA FE PACIFIC REALTY 

CORPORATION Instrument |Book/Page 90001922 
Note:   
Document Type  Document Date  
Grantee(s)   Recorded Date  
Grantor  Instrument |Book/Page  
Note:   
Document Type  Document Date  
Grantee(s)   Recorded Date  
Grantor  Instrument |Book/Page  
Note:   
Document Type  Document Date  
Grantee(s)   Recorded Date  
Grantor  Instrument |Book/Page  
Note:   
Document Type  Document Date  
Grantee(s)   Recorded Date  
Grantor  Instrument |Book/Page  
Note:    
Document Type  Document Date  
Grantee(s)   Recorded Date  
Grantor  Instrument |Book/Page  
Note:   
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS/INFORMATION 

SUPPORTING COPIES ENCLOSED 
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Ñ®¼»® Ò«³¾»® 26809-5 Ûºº»½¬·ª» Ü¿¬» 2/25/2011
Ô¿­¬ ²¿³» SFP RAILROAD COMPANY
Ú·®­¬ ²¿³» Ý±«²¬§ FRESNO
Í¬®»»¬ ¿¼¼®»­­ Ý·¬§ FRESNO Í¬¿¬» CALIFORNIA
Ó¿·´·²¹ ¿¼¼®»­­ PO BOX 961034, FORT WORTH TX 76161-0034 
Ð¿®½»´ Ò«³¾»® 063-030-03S ß´¬»®²¿¬» °¿®½»´ ²«³¾»®
Ô»¹¿´ Ü»­½ò
Ü»»¼ñÊ»­¬·²¹ ×²º±®³¿¬·±²
Ù®¿²¬»» SFP RAILROAD COMPANY Ü»»¼ Ü¿¬» 12/29/1989
Ù®¿²¬±® SANTA FE PACIFIC REALTY CO Ü¿¬» Î»½±®¼»¼ 1/5/1990
Ü»»¼ Ì§°» GRANT DEED Þ±±µ ñ Ð¿¹» 90001922

Ú»¼»®¿´ô ­¬¿¬»ô ¿²¼ ´±½¿´ »²ª·®±²³»²¬¿´ ®»½±®¼­ ¸¿ª» ¾»»² ®»­»¿®½¸»¼ô 
®»­«´¬·²¹ ·² ¬¸» º±´´±©·²¹ ´·­¬ ±º ®»½±®¼»¼ »²ª·®±²³»²¬¿´ ´·»²­ ¿²¼ ßËÔù­
ø¿½¬·ª·¬§ ¿²¼ «­¿¹» ´·³·¬¿¬·±²­÷ º±® ¬¸» ­«¾¶»½¬ °®±°»®¬§ ¸¿ª·²¹ ¾»»² º±«²¼æ

ÛÒÊ×ÎÑÒÓÛÒÌßÔ Ô×ÛÒÍô ×Ý ­ô ÔËÝ ­ô ßËÔ ­ô ú ÜÛËÎ ­
ï NONE FOUND WITH UNITED STATES EPA
î NONE FOUND WITH CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
í NONE FOUND IN THE FRESNO COUNTY OFFICIAL LAND RECORDS
ì

ÖËÜÙÓÛÒÌÍô Ô×ÛÒÍ
ï NONE FOUND WITH CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
î NO PENDING ENFORCEMENT ACTION LOCATED
í
ì

ÑÌØÛÎ ×ÒÚÑÎÓßÌ×ÑÒæ

This search is subject to the terms and conditions at TitleSearch.com.

SUR RTS 556.8 AC IN SEC 1 T19R13
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Ý·¬§ ÑË ×²­¬·¬«¬·±²¿´ Ý±²¬®±´­ Ó»³±®¿²¼«³ 
 
This memorandum summarizes the results of an assessment of the status of institutional 
controls at the City of Coalinga Operable Unit 2 (City OU or OU-2) of the Atlas Asbestos 
Mine Superfund Site and Coalinga Asbestos Mine Superfund Site. Institutional controls are 
non-engineered instruments, such as administrative and legal controls, that help to minimize 
the potential for human exposure to contamination and/or protect the integrity of a response 
action.  
 
A Record of Decision (ROD) for the City OU was signed on July 19, 1989. One component 
of the remedy selected in the ROD included placement of a deed restriction at the location of 
the waste management unit (WMU). The purpose of the deed restriction is to prevent 
disturbance of the cap at the WMU. Such disturbance would potentially release asbestos 
fibers and nickel contaminants from the Site. 
 
A deed restriction was recorded June 22, 1990, which was applicable to the WMU that was to 
be constructed as part of the remedy. On September 24, 1992, an amended deed restriction 
was recorded and provided a legal description of the area restricted under the June 22, 1990 
deed restriction. The 1996 and 2001 Five-Year Review reports found this deed restriction to 
be sufficient. However, the 2006 Five-Year Review made the recommendation to file a new 
land use covenant (LUC) for the WMU. The report pointed out that the owner of the property 
unilaterally recorded the deed restriction,  so there was no grantee designated with a legal 
interest in the property or power to enforce the provisions of the deed restriction and  the 
deed restriction was not legally enforceable. The lack of an expressed property interest to a 
grantee also prevented the restriction from running with the land (did not legally bind future 
owners of the property to the restrictions). The deed restriction was not consistent with 
California's statutory and regulatory authority to impose land use restrictions to protect 
human health or safety or the environment as the result of the presence of hazardous 
materials on the land.  
 
To correct these deficiencies, a new deed restriction was filed on the WMU with the Fresno 

 on September 24, 2010. An updated survey of the WMU was 
conducted in 2006 and used in the legal description of the property for the 2010 deed 
restriction. The property survey was included as an attachment in the 2006 Five-Year 
Review. The signatories to this deed restriction were the City of Coalinga, owner of the 
WMU pursuant to a "Stipulated Judgment Quieting Title, APN 900-700-12 (formerly APN 
083-020-59SU)", issued by the United States District Court for the Eastern District of 
California on October 21, 2005 (Case: 1:05-CV-00210-OWW-SMS) and the California 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), who is the agency responsible for 
oversight of the City of Coalinga OU. US EPA is listed as a third-party beneficiary of this 
agreement. A copy of the deed restriction is included as Attachment 1 of this sub-appendix. 
 
Another component of the examination of institutional controls in this memorandum is a 
limited title search. The purpose of the title search is to verify that there have been no 
changes in ownership of the WMU, and that there are no other documents recorded with the 

 that would impact the effectiveness of institutional controls at the 
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WMU. A limited title search was run on the WMU area (Fresno County, parcel Nos. 083-
020-58 and 083-020-59). The title search corresponds to the review period for this Five-Year 
Review (2006- February 2011). The results of the limited title search are included as 
Attachment 2 of this sub-appendix.  
 
The 2010 deed restriction is consistent with Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations 
(CCR) Section 67391.1, runs with the land, and corrected all other insufficiencies pointed out 
in the last Five-Year Review report. There are no deficiencies or recommendations to be 
made with respect to institutional controls at the City OU.
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This section will summarize the activities performed between 2007 and 2009 to determine 
-asbestos cleanup level, as advised in the 

previous Five-Year Review.  
 
Background 
During the 2006 Five-Year Review, a recommendation was made to evaluate the 
protectiveness of the cleanup level selected in the ROD for the City of Coalinga OU. This 
recommendation was made based on new information included in a US EPA revised asbestos 
risk assessment guidance document, which indicated that the 1 area-percent asbestos cleanup 
level for soil may not necessarily be protective of human health at a site. The guidance also 
suggested that protectiveness should be determined by using risk-based, site-specific cleanup 
goals at sites where the 1 area-percent asbestos cleanup level was previously applied. The 
Five-Year Review issue and recommendation were written as follows: 
 
Issue: 

USEPA has recently revised asbestos risk assessment guidance to conclude that "the 
1 area-percent threshold for asbestos in soil/debris as an action level may not be 
protective of human health in all instances of site cleanups" (USEPA 2004). This new 
information is a change from the exposure assumption made at the City OU, which 
was the basis for the 1 percent soil cleanup level. Therefore, the remedy for the 
unrestricted portion of the City OU may not protect human health and the 
environment. This is not an issue for the WMU within the City OU, as human 
exposure pathways at the WMU are eliminated by a soil cap, fencing, and access 
restrictions. 

 
Recommendation: 

An evaluation of the protectiveness of the asbestos cleanup level specified by the 
ROD should be performed for the unrestricted portion of the City OU. This 
evaluation will occur in three phases. The first phase will involve a review of 
information pertaining to the cleanup. This will determine the extent to which soils 
with residual (< 1 percent) asbestos were left onsite and whether residual asbestos in 
soils could, potentially, compromise protectiveness. The second phase will only occur 
if it is determined under the first phase that protectiveness may be compromised. The 
second phase consists of developing a workplan to address potential risks. A third 
phase consists of evaluating the results of work conducted under the workplan and 
specify what, if any, further actions may be needed to ensure protectiveness. 

 
Since additional investigation needed to be performed at the City OU to ensure the remedy 
was protective of human health and the environment, the protectiveness statement for the 
City OU was deferred in the Five-Year Review report. As a result, the site-wide 
protectiveness statement was also deferred. The Five-Year Review recommendation 
prescribed a three-step plan to determine protectiveness of the remedy at the City of Coalinga 
OU. After these three steps were performed, US EPA could make a final determination on 

n health. 
 
Methodology 
EPA closely followed the three steps outlined in the Five-Year Review recommendation. A 
thorough explanation of the methodology of the sampling, results, and analysis can be found 
in Attachment 1. An overview of the activities performed is provided below. 
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 In the fall of 2007, on-site soil sampling was conducted in order to determine the profile and 
distribution of asbestos within the OU. The Waste Management Unit (WMU) was excluded 
from the analysis due to its restricted access. During this sampling event, soil samples were 
also taken from several reference areas outside of the City OU boundary.   
 
Prior to the sampling event, US EPA published a fact sheet for the surrounding community in 
the City of Coalinga. The fact sheet provided a summary of the cleanup performed at the City 
OU, a summary of the 2006 Five-Year Review recommendation, and information on the 
upcoming sampling event and what the community can expect to see going on near the City 
OU site. The fact sheet was published in both English and Spanish. A copy of the fact sheet is 
included as Attachment 2 of this document. 
 
An analysis of the data collected during the soil sampling event showed that only two grids 
(out of over 100) contained soil-asbestos content over the 0.25% detection limit. At these two 
areas, as well as several of the areas with no detected asbestos soil-content were selected as 
locations for activity-based sampling (ABS). ABS is an exposure-based sampling 
methodology that can be adapted to different exposure scenarios (low-volume, high-volume, 
different breathing levels, etc). Additionally, several off-site locations were selected as areas 
to take ambient air samples as a references point for exposure. 
 
Results of the ABS sampling and ambient air sampling were analyzed for asbestos content. 
Using the most high-volume and direct exposure scenario, an estimation of the lifetime 
cancer risk was estimated for two on-site grids. In both the scenarios calculated, the lifetime 
excess cancer risk range was 9 x 10-5, which falls between the Superfund acceptable risk 
range of 1x10-4 to 1x10-6 excess lifetime cancers. 
 
Protectiveness Determination 
On February 2, 2009, US EPA published a memorandum detailing the sampling methodology 
and results (Attachment 1). The memorandum verified that based on the result of the lifetime 
cancer risk evaluation of the City of Coalinga, human health is under control at the OU. The 
1 area-percent soil cleanup level applied at the City of Coalinga OU was protective of human 
health and the environment.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
This technical memorandum presents an evaluation of applicable or relevant and appropriate 
requirements (ARAR) at the Atlas Asbestos Mine and Coalinga Asbestos Mine (Johns-Manville 
Mill) Superfund sites.   

The purpose of this ARARs evaluation is to determine whether laws, regulations, or guidance 
promulgated sinc
human health and the environment. 

ARARs are established in site decision documents or Records of Decision (RODs).  Where 
necessary, changes to ARARs can be documented in ROD Amendments or an Explanation of 
Significant Differences depending on the significance or degree of change to the selected 
remedy. 

The National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) documented in 
40 C.F.R. §300.430(f)(1)(B)(1), provides that ARARs are fixed at ROD issuance unless USEPA 
determines that a new requirement is an ARAR and necessary to ensure that the remedy is 
protective of human health and the environment. 

 

2.0 ARARs BACKGROUND 
Section 121(d) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA) requires that remedial actions implemented at CERCLA sites are administered in 
compliance with any federal or more stringent state environmental standards, requirements, 
criteria, or limitations that are determined to be ARARs. 
 
CERCLA response actions are exempted by law from the requirement to obtain federal, state, or 
local permits related to any activities conducted completely within the Superfund site.  However, 
substantive provisions of permitting regulations that are ARARs must be met. 
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Applicable Requirements 
 
Applicable requirements are cleanup standards, criteria, or limitations promulgated under federal 
or state law that specifically address the situation at a CERCLA site.  A requirement is applicable 
if the jurisdictional prerequisites (55 FR 8741) of the environmental standard show a direct 
correspondence when objectively compared with conditions at the site. 
 
Relevant and Appropriate Requirements 
 

that is similar to the CERCLA site (i.e., relevant) and must be well-suited to the particular site 
(i.e., appropriate).  As such, relevant and appropriate requirements are those cleanup standards, 
standards of control, and other substantive environmental protection requirements, criteria, or 
limitations promulgated under federal or state laws that, while not applicable, address problems 
or situations sufficiently similar to the circumstances of the proposed response action and are 
suited to the conditions of the site.  The criteria for determining relevance and appropriateness 
are listed in 40 CFR 300.400(g)(2). 
 
To be Considered Requirements (TBC) 
 
TBC criteria are requirements that may not meet the definition of an ARAR, but still may be 
useful in determining whether to take action at a site or to what degree action is necessary.  As 
defined in 40 CFR 300.400(g)(3), TBC criteria are non-promulgated or legally binding 
advisories or guidance issued by federal or state governments that may provide useful 
information or recommended procedures for remedial action. TBCs are intended to ensure the 
protection of human health and the environment for the site. 
 
ARAR Classification 
 
As defined by USEPA guidance, ARARs generally are classified into three categories: chemical-
specific; location-specific; and, action-specific.  Further definition of these categories is 
presented below. 
 

 Action-specific ARARs are requirements that apply to specific actions that may be 
associated with the site remediation.  Action-specific ARARs often define acceptable 
handling, treatment, and disposal procedures for hazardous substances.  These 
requirements are triggered by the particular remedial activities that are selected to 
accomplish a remedy.  Examples of action-specific ARARs include requirements 
applicable to landfill closure, wastewater discharge, hazardous waste disposal and 
emissions of air pollutants. 

 
 Chemical-specific ARARs include those laws and regulations that regulate the release to 

the environment of materials possessing certain chemical or physical characteristics or 
containing specified chemical compounds.  These requirements generally set health-or 
risk-based concentration limits or discharge limits for specific hazardous substances. 
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 Location-specific ARARs are those requirements that relate to the geographical or 
physical location of the site, rather than the nature of the contaminants or the proposed 
site remedial actions.  These requirements may limit the placement of remedial action and 
may impose additional constraints on the cleanup action.  For example, location-specific 
ARARs may refer to activities in the vicinity of wetlands, floodplains, endangered 
species habitat and areas of historical or cultural significance. 

 
3.0 SITE BACKGROUND 
 
The Atlas and Coalinga Asbestos Mine Sites are located Fresno County, California.  Operable 
Unit 1 (Atlas Mine Area [OU1] of the Atlas Asbestos Mine Site is located approximately 17 
miles northwest of Coalinga, California on a roughly 140-acre abandoned asbestos mine situated 
within a larger, naturally-occurring asbestos mineral region.  The Atlas Mine Area also includes 
two geographic areas (the Clear Creek Management Area [CCMA] and the Arroyo Pasajero 
Ponding Basin).  Operable Unit 2 (the City of Coalinga OU [City OU2]) of the Atlas Asbestos 
Mine Site is located on 107 acres of property between 4th Street and the intersection of Lucille 
Avenue and Highway 198 in Coalinga.  The Atlas Asbestos Mine Site is a CERCLA Superfund 
Site and was placed on the National Priority List (NPL) in 1984.  Because the RODs only 
selected remedies for the Atlas Mine Area OU and City OU2, this ARARs evaluation is limited 
to these OUs and does not address the two geographic areas of the Atlas Asbestos Mine Site. 
 
The Coalinga Asbestos Mine Site consists of the Johns-Manville Mill (JMM) OU (OU1) and the 
previously identified City OU2.  The JMM OU is also located approximately 17 miles northwest 
of Coalinga on a 120-acre abandoned asbestos mine within the CCMA.  The Coalinga Asbestos 
Mine Site was placed on the NPL in 1984 and de-listed in 1998.   
 
The remedial objective for both sites is to control the release of asbestos fibers to minimize direct 
or indirect exposure of humans and the environment.  Asbestos is classified as a known human 
carcinogen by state, federal, and international agencies.  Asbestos was identified as a toxic air 
contaminant in 1986 but he California Air Resources Board. 
 
4.0 ATLAS MINE AND COALINGA MINE SITES ARARS EVALUATION 
 
The following documents were utilized during this ARARs evaluation: 
 

 Coalinga Asbestos Mine OU2 (City OU2) ROD, 1989 
 Atlas Asbestos Mine OU2 (City OU2) ROD, 1989 
 Coalinga Asbestos Mine OU1 (JMM OU1) ROD, 1990 
 Atlas Asbestos Mine OU1 ROD, 1991 
 Five-year Review Report for City OU2, April 1996 
 Five-year Review Report for Atlas Asbestos Mine Superfund Site, September 2001 
 Five-year Review Report for Coalinga Asbestos Mine Superfund Site, September 2001 
 Five-year Review Report for Atlas Asbestos Mine and Coalinga Asbestos Mine (Johns-

Manville Mill) Superfund Sites, September 2006. 
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In addition, the following internet websites were used to evaluate the current status of ARARs 
cited in each ROD and five-year review: 
 

 GPOaccess.gov (Code of Federal Regulations and Federal Register) 
 calregs.com (California Code of Regulations) 
 valleyair.org (San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District) 
 swrcb.ca.gov (State Water Resources Control Board). 

 
The contaminants of concern listed in the RODs include asbestos, heavy metals (including 
nickel), mining waste, and particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10).  The 
following remedies were selected for each OU:  
 

 Atlas Mine Area OU1  The 1991 ROD specified the following remedial actions: 
revegetating to deter erosion, constructing surface impoundments and drainage channels 
to capture and divert eroded tailings, constructing fencing to restrict access, paving roads 
through the main area to prevent dust generation, demolishing the mill building, 
disposing debris, implementation of an operation and maintenance plan, and recording 
deed restrictions on privately held land.  Approximately 2.3 million cubic meters of 
asbestos ore and asbestos tailings remain at the site.  An inspection and maintenance 
program is ongoing. 

 
 JMM OU 1  The 1990 ROD specified the following remedial actions: constructing 

fencing to prevent access, demolishing the mill buildings, diverting the stream to channel 
water away from the tailings pile, constructing a sediment retention dam, revegetating to 
deter erosion, developing an operation and maintenance plan and recording a deed 
restriction.  An estimated 450,000 cubic yards of ore and tailings remain at the site. 

 
 City OU2 (OU2 for Atlas and Coalinga Asbestos Mine Sites)  The 1989 RODs for 

the City OU2 required contaminated soils, equipment, and other wastes to be removed 
and buried in the onsite waste management unit (WMU).  The RODs specified the 
following remedial actions: removing and consolidating the asbestos- and nickel-
contaminated soils at the site, removing and consolidating contaminated waste materials 
and equipment, decontaminating buildings to less than or equal to 1 area-percent, 
constructing a WMU to permanently bury the consolidated contaminated substances, 
performing groundwater monitoring and continuous monitoring of soil moisture content 
using neutron probes, and filing a deed restriction on the property where the WMU and 
soil cover exist to prevent disturbance of the cap and prevent possible release of asbestos 
fibers or nickel contaminants. 

 
5.0 ARAR REVIEW TABLES 
 
The tables presented in this section list the ARARs that have been established in the above-
referenced RODs.  The tables also summarize the requirement for each ARAR, cite the 
regulatory basis for each ARAR, state the evaluated status of each ARAR, comment on any 
pertinent information or regulatory changes for each ARAR since the previous 5-year review, 
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show the applicable OU, citations, requirements, and the applicable decision document that 
established the ARAR. 
 
Action-specific ARARs are presented in Table 1, chemical-specific ARARs are contained in 
Table 2 and location-specific ARARs are listed in Table 3.   
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6.0 SUMMARY 
 
ARARs for the Atlas Asbestos Mine and Coalinga Asbestos Mines sites that have been 
established in each site-specific ROD (and evaluated in previous 5-year review reports) were 
evaluated and detailed in Tables 1 through 3.  The basis for ARARs is the laws and regulations 

contaminants of concern include asbestos, heavy metals including nickel, mining waste, and 
particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10).  
 
There were no changes to existing action-specific ARARs for the Atlas Asbestos Mine OU1, the 
JMM OU1, or the City OU2 since the last 5-year review completed in 2006.  However, the 
previous 5-year review identified two regulations promulgated during that period of review that 
were identified as ARARs.  

Specifically, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) issued the Asbestos Airborne Toxic 
Control Measure (ATCM) for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations 
(July 29, 2002). All road construction and maintenance activities must be conducted in 
compliance with CARB ATCM, Section 93105(d) pursuant to the California Health and Safety 
Code, Section 39666(d) and the CARB ATCM for construction and surfacing applications.  This 
is a chemical-specific ARAR because it requires each Air Pollution Control District in California 
to implement and enforce this regulation.  This ARAR is applicable to the Atlas Mine Area OU1, 
JMM OU1, and the City OU2.   

In addition to the above cited chemical-specific ARAR, a new location-specific ARAR was also 
recommended in the 2006, 5-year review.  Title 22, CCR, Division 4.5, Chapter 39, Section 
67391(a), (d), (g), and (i) requires all land-use covenants to be signed by the California 
Department of Toxic Substance Control and the landowner and to be recorded in the county 
where the land is located (April 19, 2003).  It was acknowledged in the 2006, 5-year review that 
his new relevant and appropriate ARAR applied to Atlas OU1, JMM OU1 and the City OU2.  

Changes to ARARs 
Two chemical-specific and one location-specific ARARs were amended during this review 
period. 

Chemical-specific ARAR 40 CFR 61.152 that established air cleaning requirements for asbestos 
control equipment was amended on July 1, 2010 and chemical-specific ARAR 40 CFR 61.153 
that established reporting requirements for asbestos waste producers was also amended on July 1, 
2010. 

The above cited location-specific ARAR Title 22, CCR, Division 4.5, Chapter 39, Section 67391 
(a)(b)(d)(g)(i) was amended on November 17, 2007. 

None of the ARARs amended since the previous 5-
protectiveness of human health and the environment.     
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Below is the team roster for the Atlas Mine Area OU site inspection, conducted October 19, 
2010. 
 
Name Title Affiliation 
Lily Tavassoli Remedial Project Manager U.S. EPA 
Tim Moore Project Manager/Site Manager Bureau of Land Management 
Steven Ross, P.E. Hazardous Substance 

Engineer 
DTSC 

Don Gruber Senior Hydrogeologist/Project 
Manager 

ITSI (contractor to U.S.EPA) 

Jonathan Partsch Geologist ITSI (contractor to U.S.EPA) 
Steve Mulligan Principal Associate  ID Environmental Associates 

(contractor to Northrop 
Grumman Corp.)  

Gary Riley, P.E. Remedial Project Manager U.S. EPA 
 
 

Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist  
Atlas Mine Area, Atlas Mine Superfund Site 

I.  SITE INFORMATION 

Site name: 
Atlas Mine Area OU 
Atlas Asbestos Mine Superfund Site 

Date of inspection: 
19 October 2010 

Location and Region: 
Coalinga, CA, Region IX 

EPA ID: 
0934, CAD980496863 
 

Agency, office, or company leading the five-year 
review: 
USEPA, Region IX 

Weather/temperature: 
Clear, approximately 60 ºF 

Remedy Includes:  (Check all that apply) 
Mine waste containment Monitored natural attenuation

 Access controls    Groundwater containment 
 Institutional controls    Vertical barrier walls 
Groundwater pump and treatment 
 Surface water collection and treatment 
 Other  Surface water runoff diversion, sediment trapping, road paving, revegetation (pilot project 

only), site building dismantling, O&M program implementation. 

Attachments:  Inspection team roster attached   Site map attached 

II.  INTERVIEWS  (Check all that apply) 
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1.  O&M site manager   Tim Moore        Bureau of Land Management Project Manager        10-19-2010 
Name    Title   Date 

     Interviewed  at site   at office   by phone    Phone no.    831/630-5027 
     Problems, suggestions;  Report attached         

2.  O&M staff   NA                           
Name    Title   Date 

     Interviewed  at site   at office   by phone    Phone no.          
     Problems, suggestions;  Report attached         

3. Local regulatory authorities and response agencies (i.e., State and Tribal offices, emergency response 
office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office, recorder of 
deeds, or other city and county offices, etc.)  Fill in all that apply. 

 
Agency    Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Contact            Steven Ross, P.E.             Hazardous Substances Engineer     NA    916/255-3694 

Name    Title         Date Phone no. 
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III.  ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED  (Check all that apply) 

1. O&M Documents 
 O&M manual    Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
 As-built drawings   Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
 Maintenance logs  Readily available  Up to date   N/A 

Remarks  The USEPA has received relevant O&M documents for the site, including annual inspection 
reports and documentation of construction and maintenance activities. 

2. Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan   Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
 Contingency plan/emergency response plan  Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

Remarks  Not available for review during the site visit. 

3. O&M and OSHA Training Records  Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
Remarks  OSHA training records were not available during the site visit. 

4. Permits and Service Agreements 
 Air discharge permit    Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
 Effluent discharge    Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
 Waste disposal, POTW                 Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
 Other permits                                      Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

Remarks  Not applicable to the remedy. 

5. Gas Generation Records   Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
Remarks  Not applicable to the remedy. 

6. Settlement Monument Records   Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
Remarks  Not applicable to the remedy. 

7. Groundwater Monitoring Records  Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
Remarks  Not applicable to the remedy. 

8. Leachate Extraction Records   Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
Remarks  Not applicable to the remedy. 

9. Discharge Compliance Records  
 Air      Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
 Water (effluent)    Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

Remarks  Not applicable to the remedy. 

10. Daily Access/Security Logs   Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
Remarks  Access logs were not available during the site visit. 
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IV.  O&M COSTS 

1. O&M Organization 
 State in-house    Contractor for State 
 PRP in-house    Contractor for PRP 
 Federal Facility in-house  Contractor for Federal Facility 

  Other  Bureau of Land Management, Northrop Grumman for the Altas Mine Site Committee 

2. O&M Cost Records  
 Readily available  Up to date   Not Available 
 Funding mechanism/agreement in place 

Original O&M cost estimate         Breakdown attached 
 

Total annual cost by year for review period if available 
 

From        To                     Breakdown attached 
Date  Date  Total cost 

From       To                      Breakdown attached 
Date  Date  Total cost 

From       To                      Breakdown attached 
Date  Date  Total cost 

From       To                      Breakdown attached 
Date  Date  Total cost 

From       To                      Breakdown attached 
Date  Date  Total cost 

 

3. Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs During Review Period 
Describe costs and reasons  N/A 

V.  ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS    Applicable    N/A 

A.  Fencing 

1. Fencing damaged  Location shown on site map  Gates secured   N/A 
Remarks  Access to the site via the main access road is blocked by fences and locked gates.  The site is 
located in a portion of the Bureau of Land Management-controlled Clear Creek Management Area 
(CCMA) that is currently closed to recreational use.  Numerous off-highway vehicle trails traverse the 
CCMA, including in the closed areas.  Vehicle tracks have been observed on or near these trails, and 
these trails could provide alternate means of access to the site, but no direct evidence of trespassing has 
been observed within the OU in recent years. 

B.  Other Access Restrictions 

1. Signs and other security measures  Location shown on site map  N/A 
Remarks  Small signs affixed to site fencing at regular intervals read, "ASBESTOS - Cancer and Lung 
Disease Hazard, Authorized Personnel Only, Respirators and Protective Clothing Required in this Area."  
Many of these signs are faded and disintegrating as to be illegible or partly illegible.  Newer signs near 
the entrance to the OU via the site access road read, "DANGER/Asbestos Hazard/Closed Area - Do Not 
Enter/This abandoned open pit mine is an EPA Superfund Site and contains high concentrations of 
asbestos dust.  Breathing this dust increases the risk of lung cancer and other respiratory diseases./For 
information call: Bureau of Land Management, Hollister Field Office (831) 630 5000."  This telephone 
number remains an active and valid number for site information.  The PRP should consider adding 
similar signs in Spanish. 
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C.  Institutional Controls (ICs) 

1. Implementation and enforcement 
Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented    Yes    No  N/A 
Site conditions imply ICs not being fully enforced    Yes    No  N/A 

 
Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by)  Self-reporting 
Frequency    Monthly 
Responsible party/agency    Northrup Grumman/Atlas Mine Site Committee 
Contact   Steve Mulligan        Principal Associate ID Environ.Associates Inc.       NA        714/231-7781 

Name    Title         Date Phone no. 
 

Reporting is up-to-date        Yes    No  N/A 
Reports are verified by the lead agency      Yes    No  N/A 

 
Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been met  Yes    No  N/A 
Violations have been reported       Yes    No  N/A 
Other problems or suggestions:  Report attached  
  Deed restrictions, as called for in the ROD, cannot be placed on the property due to the language in the 
Consent Decree and also because of a lack of a discernable property owner of two smaller properties 
within the OU. EPA explained the status of ICs at the OU in a 2010 Explanation of Significant 
Differences from the ROD. This ESD acts as an IC until the status of the property changes. 

2. Adequacy   ICs are adequate   ICs are inadequate   N/A 
Remarks  Institutional controls have been implemented to the fullest extent possible, consistent with the 
ROD and Consent Decree.  

D.  General 

1. Vandalism/trespassing  Location shown on site map  No vandalism evident 
Remarks        

2. Land use changes on site  N/A 
Remarks        

3. Land use changes off site  N/A 
Remarks  The area of the CCMA surrounding the OU has been closed to recreational use. 

VI.  GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS 

A.  Roads      Applicable     N/A 

1. Roads damaged   Location shown on site map  Roads adequate  N/A 
Remarks  Chip-seal on the main portion of the access road entering the OU that was installed as a 
fugitive dust control is beginning to deteriorate; however, immediate maintenance is probably not 
required.  Other site roads are unpaved.  Small scale erosion (rills) were observed on site roads along the 
eastern edge of Pond E and near the southwest corner of Pond E.  Roads at these locations should be re-
graded and engineering controls constructed to limit erosion.  A portion of the unpaved site road leading 
to the "Rover Pit" area has dropped due to an active landslide creating a vertical offset of approximately 
two feet perpendicular to the roadway and preventing vehicle traffic from passing this point.  The road 
should be re-graded at this location 

B.  Other Site Conditions 
 Remarks   Road maintenance and signage enhancement are needed at the site. 
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VII.  LANDFILL COVERS (MINE WASTE CONTAINMENT)    Applicable    N/A 

A.  Landfill Surface 

1. Settlement (Low spots)   Location shown on site map  Settlement not evident 
Areal extent         Depth        
Remarks        

2. Cracks     Location shown on site map  Cracking not evident 
Lengths          Widths         Depths        
Remarks          

3. Erosion     Location shown on site map  Erosion not evident 
Areal extent         Depth        
Remarks  Erosional features on and around the mine waste areas appear little changed in recent years.  
Much of the erosion across the site has been mitigated by installation of drain rock, berms, subsurface 
piping for conveying surface runoff, surface runoff diversion structures, and vegetation.  Active erosion 
is known to occur on the site access road leading to Pond A (the highwall slope above Pond B) and the 
site access road to the Rover Pit (discussed in Section VI, Item A1). 

4. Holes     Location shown on site map  Holes not evident 
Areal extent         Depth        
Remarks        

5. Vegetative Cover  Grass   Cover properly established  No signs of stress 
 Trees/Shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram) 

Remarks  Local flora were grown in nurseries and later planted in transects on tailings and asbestos-
laden soils.  Although many of the original plants did not survive, a significant number survived to 
reproduce so that plants are now growing in areas outside the boundaries of the original restoration 
project.  Due to the inherent difficulty in establishing plant growth on asbestos/serpentine-rich soils, 
likely coupled with three years of drought, colonization of barren areas has been minimal since the time 
of the last five-year review.  However, the vegetative cover appears to have responded favorably to the 
past year of higher precipitation rates, and looks healthy in areas where it is established.  It is expected 
that plants will continue to grow and disperse to new areas over the long-term, albeit at a slow rate. 

6. Alternative Cover (armored rock, concrete, etc.)   N/A 
Remarks        

7. Bulges     Location shown on site map  Bulges not evident 
Areal extent         Height        

 Remarks        

8. Wet Areas/Water Damage  Wet areas/water damage not evident 
 Wet areas    Location shown on site map Areal extent        
 Ponding    Location shown on site map Areal extent        
 Seeps     Location shown on site map Areal extent        
 Soft subgrade    Location shown on site map Areal extent        

Remarks        

9. Slope Instability          Slides  Location shown on site map     No evidence of slope instability 
Areal extent        
Remarks  A landslide continues to progress at the site access road to the Rover Pit.  The landslide has 
progressed to the point where it prevents vehicular access to the Rover Pit and Channel A.  The road 
should be re-graded at this location. 
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B.  Benches   Applicable  N/A 

(Horizontally constructed mounds of earth placed across a steep landfill side slope to interrupt the slope 
in order to slow down the velocity of surface runoff and intercept and convey the runoff to a lined 
channel.) 

1. Flows Bypass Bench   Location shown on site map   N/A or okay 
Remarks        

2. Bench Breached                 Location shown on site map   N/A or okay 
Remarks        

3. Bench Overtopped   Location shown on site map   N/A or okay 
Remarks        

C.  Letdown Channels  Applicable  N/A 
(Channel lined with erosion control mats, riprap, grout bags, or gabions that descend down the steep side 
slope of the cover and will allow the runoff water collected by the benches to move off of the landfill 
cover without creating erosion gullies.) 

1. Settlement   Location shown on site map  No evidence of settlement 
Areal extent         Depth        
Remarks        

2. Material Degradation  Location shown on site map  No evidence of degradation 
Material type         Areal extent        
Remarks        

3. Erosion    Location shown on site map  No evidence of erosion 
Areal extent         Depth        
Remarks        

4. Undercutting   Location shown on site map  No evidence of undercutting 
Areal extent         Depth        
Remarks        

5. Obstructions Type             No obstructions 
 Location shown on site map   Areal extent        

Size        
Remarks        

6. Excessive Vegetative Growth  Type        
 No evidence of excessive growth 
 Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow 
 Location shown on site map   Areal extent        

Remarks        
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D.  Cover Penetrations  Applicable  N/A 

1. Gas Vents   Active  Passive 
 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 
 Evidence of leakage at penetration    Needs Maintenance 
 N/A 

Remarks        

2. Gas Monitoring Probes 
 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 
 Evidence of leakage at penetration    Needs Maintenance  N/A 

Remarks        

3. Monitoring Wells (within surface area of landfill) 
 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 
 Evidence of leakage at penetration    Needs Maintenance  N/A 

Remarks        

4. Leachate Extraction Wells 
 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 
 Evidence of leakage at penetration    Needs Maintenance  N/A 

Remarks        

5. Settlement Monuments   Located   Routinely surveyed  N/A 
Remarks        

E.  Gas Collection and Treatment               Applicable    N/A 

1. Gas Treatment Facilities 
 Flaring   Thermal destruction  Collection for reuse 
 Good condition  Needs Maintenance  

Remarks        

2. Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping 
 Good condition  Needs Maintenance  

Remarks        

3. Gas Monitoring Facilities (e.g., gas monitoring of adjacent homes or buildings) 
 Good condition  Needs Maintenance   N/A 

Remarks        

F.  Cover Drainage Layer   Applicable   N/A 

1. Outlet Pipes Inspected   Functioning   N/A 
Remarks        

2. Outlet Rock Inspected   Functioning   N/A 
Remarks        
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G.  Detention/Sedimentation Ponds  Applicable   N/A 

1. Siltation  Areal extent  Pond B  Depth          N/A 
 Siltation not evident 

Remarks  Sediment continues to accumulate in Pond B due to erosion of the highwall slope above Pond 
B.  However, the rate of accumulation of sediments in the pond is lower than in years past, likely due to 
three years of drought recorded since the time of the previous five-year review. 

2. Erosion  Areal extent  Pond B  Depth        
 Erosion not evident   

Remarks  Some erosion is occurring at the highwall slope above Pond B. 

3. Outlet Works   Functioning  N/A 
Remarks        

4. Dam    Functioning  N/A 
Remarks        

H.  Retaining Walls   Applicable  N/A 

1. Deformations   Location shown on site map  Deformation not evident 
Horizontal displacement         Vertical displacement        
Rotational displacement        

 Remarks        

2. Degradation   Location shown on site map  Degradation not evident 
Remarks        

I.  Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge   Applicable  N/A 

1. Siltation    Location shown on site map  Siltation not evident 
Areal extent  Upper portion of Channel B and along length of Channel A.  Depth  inches 
Remarks  Siltation has occurred in both of the surface runoff diversion channels.  In some areas, this 
siltation has completely filled the rock mattresses in the channel bed, leaving a smooth surface on the 
channel bottom.  Though the siltation is not likely to fill the channels or obstruct flow, the smooth 
bottom surface of the channels facilitates faster current flow in the channels, which could, in turn, lead to 
release of asbestos-laden sediments from the site. 

2. Vegetative Growth  Location shown on site map  N/A 
 Vegetation does not impede flow 

Areal extent         Type        
Remarks        

3. Erosion    Location shown on site map  Erosion not evident 
Areal extent         Depth        
Remarks        

4. Discharge Structure  Functioning  N/A 
Remarks        
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VIII.  VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS        Applicable    N/A 

1. Settlement   Location shown on site map  Settlement not evident 
Areal extent         Depth        
Remarks        

2. Performance Monitoring Type of monitoring        
 Performance not monitored 

Frequency              Evidence of breaching 
Head differential        
Remarks        

IX.  GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES     Applicable        N/A 

A.  Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines   Applicable  N/A 

1. Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing, and Electrical 
 Good condition  All required wells properly operating  Needs Maintenance  N/A 

Remarks        

2. Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances 
 Good condition  Needs Maintenance 

Remarks        

3. Spare Parts and Equipment 
 Readily available  Good condition  Requires upgrade  Needs to be provided 

Remarks        

B.  Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and Pipelines  Applicable  N/A 

1. Collection Structures, Pumps, and Electrical 
 Good condition  Needs Maintenance  

Remarks        

2. Surface Water Collection System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances 
 Good condition  Needs Maintenance 

Remarks        

3. Spare Parts and Equipment 
 Readily available  Good condition  Requires upgrade  Needs to be provided 

Remarks        
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C.  Treatment System   Applicable  N/A 

1. Treatment Train (Check components that apply) 
 Metals removal   Oil/water separation   Bioremediation 
 Air stripping    Carbon adsorbers 
 Filters        
 Additive (e.g., chelation agent, flocculent)        
 Others        
 Good condition   Needs Maintenance  
 Sampling ports properly marked and functional 
 Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date 
 Equipment properly identified 
 Quantity of groundwater treated annually        
 Quantity of surface water treated annually        

Remarks        
        

2. Electrical Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functional) 
 N/A   Good condition  Needs Maintenance  

Remarks        

3. Tanks, Vaults, Storage Vessels 
 N/A   Good condition  Proper secondary containment  Needs Maintenance 

Remarks        

4. Discharge Structure and Appurtenances 
 N/A   Good condition  Needs Maintenance  

Remarks        

5. Treatment Building(s) 
 N/A   Good condition (esp. roof and doorways)   Needs repair 
 Chemicals and equipment properly stored 

Remarks        

6. Monitoring Wells (pump and treatment remedy) 
 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 
 All required wells located  Needs Maintenance            N/A 

Remarks        

D. Monitoring Data 
1. Monitoring Data 

 Is routinely submitted on time    Is of acceptable quality  
2. Monitoring data suggests: 

 Groundwater plume is effectively contained  Contaminant concentrations are declining  
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E.  Monitored Natural Attenuation 

1. Monitoring Wells (natural attenuation remedy) 
 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 
 All required wells located  Needs Maintenance    N/A 

Remarks        

X.  OTHER REMEDIES 

Not Applicable. 

XI.  OVERALL OBSERVATIONS 

A. Implementation of the Remedy 

Describe issues and observations relating to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as designed.  
Begin with a brief statement of what the remedy is to accomplish (i.e., to contain contaminant plume, 
minimize infiltration and gas emission, etc.). 
  The remedy at the Atlas Mine Area OU was designed to prevent migration of asbestos-laden sediment 
away from the OU via air (wind-blown fugitive dust emissions) and water (fluvial erosion).  The remedy 
is functioning as designed with some exceptions.  Not all surfaces within the OU drain directly into a 
settlement pond.  Some surfaces, notably the outward slopes of the Regional Sediment Storage Area, and 
the outward slopes of areas to the west of Pond B drain directly into one of the surface runoff diversion 
channels.  Though these channels were designed to intercept overland flow from areas offsite, they may 
additionally receive runoff and sediments from the OU.  It has been noted that the rock mattresses lining 
these channels have gradually filled with sediment in some areas,  The smooth bottom surface of these 
channels could facilitate fast currents that could transport asbestos-laden sediment off-site.  The runoff 
diversion channels should be reimagined as sediment trapping devices rather than purely as water runoff 
interception devices and treated similarly to the settlement ponds in the future by removing accumulated 
sediments from them.  
  Additionally, the runoff from the Rover Pit is not intercepted by a settlement pond and the outlet 
structure of the Rover Pit, as well as most of the ground surface of the pit, cannot be directly inspected 
because there is no way to access these areas safely by vehicle.  Site roadway infrastructure should be 
expanded to allow access to all areas of the Rover Pit for inspection. 

 B. Adequacy of O&M 

Describe issues and observations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures.  In 
particular, discuss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the remedy. 
  Annual inspections are performed to identify any need for maintenance activities at the site.  Many 
previously identified concerns regarding erosion were mitigated as a result of repairs made in 2005, but 
some new areas of concern have been identified.  It is not clear that the current remedy is adequately 
protective due to the concerns raised in this review.  The remedial design should be examined and 
amended if necessary. 

C. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems 

Describe issues and observations such as unexpected changes in the cost or scope of O&M or a high 
frequency of unscheduled repairs, that suggest that the protectiveness of the remedy may be 
compromised in the future.    
  No issues or observations made suggest a potential failure of the current remedy, as designed, should 
potential inspection and maintenance activities continue. 

D. Opportunities for Optimization 

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy. 
  The following optimization and maintenance activities should be performed:  Signage replacement and 
augmentation, roadway maintenance, and runoff diversion. 
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Access road from the south of the site, extending along Pond C. 

 

 
 Cancer and lung disease hazard, authorized 

weathered signs on the site. 
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Pond C. 
 

 
Culvert extending beneath the access road to Pond C. 
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Gully on southern face of tailings pile, repaired during 2005 maintenance.  Surface water is conveyed down the tailings 
pile through subsurface piping via the surface water catchment shown in the photograph.  Drain rock and berms are 
intended to limit erosion in this area. 

 
Rills extend downstream from the outlet of the subsurface piping at the bottom of the tailings pile.  



Appendix G1-16 

 
Drain rock installed during 2005 maintenance to prevent erosion from occurring on the southern face of the tailings 
pile. 
 

 
Berm (behind vehicle) installed south of the Regional Sediment Storage Area to limit erosion. 
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Gully on eastern slope of the tailings pile.  Channel B can be seen in the upper right in the background. 
 

 
Area of revegetation southeast of the Regional Sediment Storage Area. 
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Sediment trap area at the discharge outlet of Pond G, upstream of Channel B.  No sediment buildup was observed in 
the outlet. 
 

 
Start of Channel B as it extends from the sediment trap area. 
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Pond E. 
 
 

 
Erosion along southern side of road extending to Pond A. 
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Culvert at the end of the drainage channel along access road to Pond A.  The inlet was cleared of sediment and 
vegetation after the previous five-year review and has not re-accumulated. 
 

 
Berm installed along the access road to Pond A to limit erosion on the highwall slope above Pond B. 



Appendix G1-21 

 
Pond B viewed toward the west.  The Sediment Storage Area at Pond B is seen in the background and slightly to the 
right in the photograph. 
 

 
Pond B showing drain inlet and sediment depth indicator pole.  The Sediment Storage Area at Pond B is seen in 
the background (left side of the photograph). 
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Diversion channel on the road to Pond A to limit erosion. 
 
 
 

 
Channel A.  Sedimentation has filled the rock mattresses in the channel bottom, creating a smooth surface. 
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Channel A terminus.  Drain rock was installed during 2005 maintenance activities. 
 
 

 
Area of active landslide on the road to Rover Pit.
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Below is the team roster for the Johns-Manville Mill OU site inspection, conducted on 
October 18, 2010. 
 
Name Title Affiliation 
Lily Tavassoli Remedial Project Manager U.S. EPA 
Steven Ross, P.E. Hazardous Substance 

Engineer 
DTSC 

Don Gruber Senior Hydrogeologist/Project 
Manager 

ITSI (contractor to U.S.EPA) 

Jonathan Partsch Geologist ITSI (contractor to U.S.EPA) 
David Clark Director of Remediation BNSF Railway Company 

 
 

Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist 
Johns-Manville Mill OU, Coalinga Asbestos Mine Superfund Site 

I.  SITE INFORMATION 

Site name: 
Johns-Manville Mill OU 
Coalinga Asbestos Mine Superfund Site 

Date of inspection: 
18 October 2010 

Location and Region: 
Coalinga, CA, Region IX 

EPA ID: 
0935, CAD980817217 
 

Agency, office, or company leading the five-year 
review: 
USEPA, Region IX 

Weather/temperature: 
Overcast to mostly cloudy, approximately 60 ºF 

Remedy Includes:  (Check all that apply) 
 Landfill cover/containment   Monitored natural attenuation 
 Access controls    Groundwater containment 
 Institutional controls    Vertical barrier walls 
Groundwater pump and treatment 
 Surface water collection and treatment 
 Other  Surface water diversion, erosion controls including contouring and re-vegetation, sediment 

trapping dam emplacement, mill building dismantling, road paving. 

Attachments:  Inspection team roster attached   Site map attached 

II.  INTERVIEWS  (Check all that apply) 

1.  O&M site manager   David Clark.        Director of  Remediation, BNSF Railway Company    10-18-2010 
Name    Title   Date 

     Interviewed  at site   at office   by phone    Phone no.    NA 
     Problems, suggestions;  Report attached         
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2.  O&M staff   NA                           
Name    Title   Date 

     Interviewed  at site   at office   by phone    Phone no.          
     Problems, suggestions;  Report attached         

3. Local regulatory authorities and response agencies (i.e., State and Tribal offices, emergency response 
office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office, recorder of 
deeds, or other city and county offices, etc.)  Fill in all that apply. 

 
Agency    Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Contact            Steven Ross, P.E.             Hazardous Substances Engineer     NA    916/255-3694 

Name    Title         Date Phone no. 
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III.  ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED  (Check all that apply) 

1. O&M Documents 
 O&M manual    Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
 As-built drawings   Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
 Maintenance logs  Readily available  Up to date   N/A 

Remarks  No maintenance has been performed at the site since the time of the previous five-year review.  
The O&M manual was last updated in 2003.  As-built drawings were not provided at the time of the site 
visit. 

2. Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan   Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
 Contingency plan/emergency response plan  Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

Remarks  Not available for review during the site visit. 

3. O&M and OSHA Training Records  Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
Remarks  OSHA Training records were not available during the site visit. 

4. Permits and Service Agreements 
 Air discharge permit    Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
 Effluent discharge    Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
 Waste disposal, POTW                 Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
 Other permits                                      Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

Remarks  Not applicable to the remedy. 

5. Gas Generation Records   Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
Remarks  Not applicable to the remedy. 

6. Settlement Monument Records   Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
Remarks  Not applicable to the remedy. 

7. Groundwater Monitoring Records  Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
Remarks  Not applicable to the remedy. 

8. Leachate Extraction Records   Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
Remarks  Not applicable to the remedy. 

9. Discharge Compliance Records  
 Air      Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
 Water (effluent)    Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

Remarks  Not applicable to the remedy. 

10. Daily Access/Security Logs   Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
Remarks  The site is located at a remote location, accessable only through private property, and is 
enclosed in a low, barbed-wire perimeter fence to which warning signs are affixed at regular intervals.  
The site is infrequently visited by the PRP and regulatory agency personnel. 
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IV.  O&M COSTS 

1. O&M Organization 
 State in-house    Contractor for State 
 PRP in-house    Contractor for PRP 
 Federal Facility in-house  Contractor for Federal Facility 

  Other        

2. O&M Cost Records  
 Readily available  Up to date   Not Available 
 Funding mechanism/agreement in place 

Original O&M cost estimate         Breakdown attached 
 

Total annual cost by year for review period if available 
 

From        To                     Breakdown attached 
Date  Date  Total cost 

From       To                      Breakdown attached 
Date  Date  Total cost 

From       To                      Breakdown attached 
Date  Date  Total cost 

From       To                      Breakdown attached 
Date  Date  Total cost 

From       To                      Breakdown attached 
Date  Date  Total cost 

 

3. Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs During Review Period 
Describe costs and reasons  N/A 

V.  ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS    Applicable    N/A 

A.  Fencing 

1. Fencing damaged  Location shown on site map  Gates secured   N/A 
Remarks  The site is enclosed in a low barbed-wire perimeter fence which encloses areas of the site with 
restricted access, including the tailings piles and the site of the former mill building.  In addition, a cable 
fence lines the access road to the site, preventing access to the maintenance road that leads to the site. 

B.  Other Access Restrictions 

1. Signs and other security measures  Location shown on site map  N/A 
Remarks  Signs are posted at regular intervals and affixed to the perimeter fence.  The signs read, 
"WARNING, Hazardous Substance Area, No entry permitted, Asbestos Present".  A USEPA telephone 
number is printed on the signs.  The telephone number connects callers to a bilingual USEPA Region IX 
community involvement service for community questions regarding hazardous waste sites.  This 
information line remains active, and the telephone number is valid. Warning signs were observed to have 
faded significantly in some areas when compared to photographs taken during the previous five-year 
review.  These signs should be replaced to ensure that the pertinant information they contain remains 
legible until the next five-year review. 
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C.  Institutional Controls (ICs) 

1. Implementation and enforcement 
Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented    Yes    No  N/A 
Site conditions imply ICs not being fully enforced    Yes    No  N/A 

 
Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by)  Self-reporting 
Frequency    Annual 
Responsible party/agency    Arcadis-US on behalf of BNSF Railway Company 
Contact   David Parks P.E.                      Senior Associate Civil        NA        714/444-0111 

Name    Title         Date Phone no. 
 

Reporting is up-to-date        Yes    No  N/A 
Reports are verified by the lead agency      Yes    No  N/A 

 
Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been met  Yes    No  N/A 
Violations have been reported       Yes    No  N/A 
Other problems or suggestions:  Report attached  
  The title commitment for this site is provided as an attachment to the five-year review report. 

2. Adequacy   ICs are adequate   ICs are inadequate   N/A 
Remarks  Institutional controls should be implemented, consistent with DTSC LUC regulations. 

D.  General 

1. Vandalism/trespassing  Location shown on site map  No vandalism evident 
Remarks  No evidence of vandalism or tresspassing were observed within the fenced area of the site 
during the site visit. 

2. Land use changes on site  N/A 
Remarks        

3. Land use changes off site  N/A 
Remarks  The private property abutting the site contains a small farming and ranching operation and 
remains controlled by the same private owner since the time of the previous five-year review.  There 
have been no significant changes in this land use since 2006. 

VI.  GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS 

A.  Roads      Applicable     N/A 

1. Roads damaged   Location shown on site map  Roads adequate  N/A 
Remarks  A protion of the site access road infrastructure was paved as part of the remedy at the site 
while other portions remain unpaved.  Roads are uneven in some areas, but remain easily traversible. 

B.  Other Site Conditions 
 Remarks   Faded warning signs on the site perimeter fence and cable fence along the access road should 
be replaced. 
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VII.  LANDFILL COVERS     Applicable    N/A 

A.  Landfill Surface 

1. Settlement (Low spots)   Location shown on site map  Settlement not evident 
Areal extent         Depth        
Remarks        

2. Cracks     Location shown on site map  Cracking not evident 
Lengths  1-10 feet   Widths  to 1 foot  Depths  to approximately 2 feet 
Remarks    Large, deep cracks were observed in the forward slope and toe of the main tailings pile.  
These cracks appear to be the result of repeated seasonal dessication of the tailings pile during dry 
periods.  These cracks may also have been widened and deepened by surface erosion during rain events.  
These cracks do not appear  to present an immediate threat to any portion of the constructed remedy at 
the site.  The contouring, drainage ditches and drain inlets on the tailings pile appear to be in good 
condition. 

3. Erosion     Location shown on site map  Erosion not evident 
Areal extent  Forward slope and toe of the main tailings pile  Depth  to approximately 2 feet 
Remarks  Some evidence of benign surface erosion was noted around the large surface cracks identified 
in item A2 above. 

4. Holes     Location shown on site map  Holes not evident 
Areal extent         Depth        
Remarks        

5. Vegetative Cover  Grass   Cover properly established  No signs of stress 
 Trees/Shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram) 

Remarks  The leveled top of the main tailings pile (former pond area) has well-established vegetative 
cover of shrubs and herbacious plants as a continuing result of revegetation efforts during remedy 
construction.  Revegetation plantings are more poorly establihed on the sloped portion of the tailings 
pile, but occasional conifer trees to 20 feet high continue to grow here, mainly along the edges and toe of 
the slope. 

6. Alternative Cover (armored rock, concrete, etc.)   N/A 
Remarks        

7. Bulges     Location shown on site map  Bulges not evident 
Areal extent         Height        

 Remarks        

8. Wet Areas/Water Damage  Wet areas/water damage not evident 
 Wet areas    Location shown on site map Areal extent        
 Ponding    Location shown on site map Areal extent        
 Seeps     Location shown on site map Areal extent        
 Soft subgrade    Location shown on site map Areal extent        

Remarks        

9. Slope Instability          Slides  Location shown on site map     No evidence of slope instability 
Areal extent        
Remarks  Signs of slope instability were not observed during the site visit, but refer to remarks for 
section VII, item A2. 
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B.  Benches   Applicable  N/A 

(Horizontally constructed mounds of earth placed across a steep landfill side slope to interrupt the slope 
in order to slow down the velocity of surface runoff and intercept and convey the runoff to a lined 
channel.) 
Benches constructed as part of the remidy on the sloping face of the main tailings pile are referred 
to V-ditches or ditches here and in other documents. 

1. Flows Bypass Bench   Location shown on site map   N/A or okay 
Remarks        

2. Bench Breached                 Location shown on site map               N/A or okay 
Remarks        

3. Bench Overtopped   Location shown on site map   N/A or okay 
Remarks        

C.  Letdown Channels  Applicable  N/A 
(Channel lined with erosion control mats, riprap, grout bags, or gabions that descend down the steep side 
slope of the cover and will allow the runoff water collected by the benches to move off of the landfill 
cover without creating erosion gullies.) 
Runoff from the main tailings pile is conveyed to a settling/energy dissapation pond via subsurface 
drains as part of the constructed remedy.  Drain inlets appear to be in good condition. 

1. Settlement   Location shown on site map  No evidence of settlement 
Areal extent         Depth        
Remarks        

2. Material Degradation  Location shown on site map  No evidence of degradation 
Material type         Areal extent        
Remarks        

3. Erosion    Location shown on site map  No evidence of erosion 
Areal extent         Depth        
Remarks        

4. Undercutting   Location shown on site map  No evidence of undercutting 
Areal extent         Depth        
Remarks        

5. Obstructions Type             No obstructions 
 Location shown on site map   Areal extent        

Size        
Remarks        

6. Excessive Vegetative Growth  Type        
 No evidence of excessive growth 
 Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow 
 Location shown on site map   Areal extent        

Remarks        
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D.  Cover Penetrations  Applicable  N/A 

1. Gas Vents   Active  Passive 
 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 
 Evidence of leakage at penetration    Needs Maintenance 
 N/A 

Remarks        

2. Gas Monitoring Probes 
 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 
 Evidence of leakage at penetration    Needs Maintenance  N/A 

Remarks        

3. Monitoring Wells (within surface area of landfill) 
 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 
 Evidence of leakage at penetration    Needs Maintenance  N/A 

Remarks        

4. Leachate Extraction Wells 
 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 
 Evidence of leakage at penetration    Needs Maintenance  N/A 

Remarks        

5. Settlement Monuments   Located   Routinely surveyed  N/A 
Remarks        

E.  Gas Collection and Treatment               Applicable    N/A 

1. Gas Treatment Facilities 
 Flaring   Thermal destruction  Collection for reuse 
 Good condition  Needs Maintenance  

Remarks        

2. Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping 
 Good condition  Needs Maintenance  

Remarks        

3. Gas Monitoring Facilities (e.g., gas monitoring of adjacent homes or buildings) 
 Good condition  Needs Maintenance   N/A 

Remarks        

F.  Cover Drainage Layer   Applicable   N/A 

1. Outlet Pipes Inspected   Functioning   N/A 
Remarks  Observations of of V-ditches (benches), drain inlets and outlet pipes indicate that only minor, 
insignificant erosion is affecting the main tailings pile. 

2. Outlet Rock Inspected   Functioning   N/A 
Remarks  Observations of outlet rock/riprap indicate it is stable and functioning properly. 
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G.  Detention/Sedimentation Ponds  Applicable   N/A 

1. Siltation  Areal extent  few square yards  Depth  shallow   N/A 
 Siltation not evident 

Remarks        

2. Erosion  Areal extent         Depth        
 Erosion not evident   

Remarks        

3. Outlet Works   Functioning  N/A 
Remarks  Large rocks are used to dissapate energy at the outlet of the pond before runnoff flows 
downslope toward the sediment trapping dam.  These rocks have collected little sediment and appear to 
be stable. 

4. Dam    Functioning  N/A 
Remarks  The sediment trapping dam appears to be working as designed.  No maintanace issues, such 
as burrow holes or erosion were noted. 

H.  Retaining Walls   Applicable  N/A 

1. Deformations   Location shown on site map  Deformation not evident 
Horizontal displacement         Vertical displacement        
Rotational displacement        

 Remarks        

2. Degradation   Location shown on site map  Degradation not evident 
Remarks        

I.  Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge   Applicable  N/A 

1. Siltation    Location shown on site map  Siltation not evident 
Areal extent         Depth        
Remarks        

2. Vegetative Growth  Location shown on site map  N/A 
 Vegetation does not impede flow 

Areal extent  minimal  Type        
Remarks  Establishing vegetaion in the area of surface runnoff diversion infrastructure is a desired part 
of the remedial design but is slow to establish due to the inheriant problems of plant growth on 
serpentine-derrived soils.  Vegetation growth does not appear likely to impede drainage.  

3. Erosion    Location shown on site map  Erosion not evident 
Areal extent  minimal  Depth  to approximately 2 feet 
Remarks  Observations of V-ditches (benches)  indicate that only minor, insignificant erosion is affecting 
the main tailings pile 

4. Discharge Structure  Functioning  N/A 
Remarks  Runoff from the main tailings pile is conveyed via the V-ditches to subsurface drains which, in 
turn, convey runoff to an energy dissapation pond.  Drain inlets and outlets appear to be in good 
condition, and are free of obstructions. 
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VIII.  VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS        Applicable    N/A 

1. Settlement   Location shown on site map  Settlement not evident 
Areal extent         Depth        
Remarks        

2. Performance Monitoring Type of monitoring        
 Performance not monitored 

Frequency              Evidence of breaching 
Head differential        
Remarks        

IX.  GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES     Applicable        N/A 

A.  Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines   Applicable  N/A 

1. Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing, and Electrical 
 Good condition  All required wells properly operating  Needs Maintenance  N/A 

Remarks        

2. Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances 
 Good condition  Needs Maintenance 

Remarks        

3. Spare Parts and Equipment 
 Readily available  Good condition  Requires upgrade  Needs to be provided 

Remarks        

B.  Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and Pipelines  Applicable  N/A 

1. Collection Structures, Pumps, and Electrical 
 Good condition  Needs Maintenance  

Remarks        

2. Surface Water Collection System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances 
 Good condition  Needs Maintenance 

Remarks        

3. Spare Parts and Equipment 
 Readily available  Good condition  Requires upgrade  Needs to be provided 

Remarks        
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C.  Treatment System   Applicable  N/A 

1. Treatment Train (Check components that apply) 
 Metals removal   Oil/water separation   Bioremediation 
 Air stripping    Carbon adsorbers 
 Filters        
 Additive (e.g., chelation agent, flocculent)        
 Others        
 Good condition   Needs Maintenance  
 Sampling ports properly marked and functional 
 Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date 
 Equipment properly identified 
 Quantity of groundwater treated annually        
 Quantity of surface water treated annually        

Remarks        
        

2. Electrical Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functional) 
 N/A   Good condition  Needs Maintenance  

Remarks        

3. Tanks, Vaults, Storage Vessels 
 N/A   Good condition  Proper secondary containment  Needs Maintenance 

Remarks        

4. Discharge Structure and Appurtenances 
 N/A   Good condition  Needs Maintenance  

Remarks        

5. Treatment Building(s) 
 N/A   Good condition (esp. roof and doorways)   Needs repair 
 Chemicals and equipment properly stored 

Remarks        

6. Monitoring Wells (pump and treatment remedy) 
 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 
 All required wells located  Needs Maintenance            N/A 

Remarks        

D. Monitoring Data 
1. Monitoring Data 

 Is routinely submitted on time    Is of acceptable quality  
2. Monitoring data suggests: 

 Groundwater plume is effectively contained  Contaminant concentrations are declining  
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E.  Monitored Natural Attenuation 

1. Monitoring Wells (natural attenuation remedy) 
 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 
 All required wells located  Needs Maintenance    N/A 

Remarks        

X.  OTHER REMEDIES 

Surface Water Diversion 
No indications of erosion were observed in the Cross-Canyon Stream Diversion, or in the Diversion 
Spillway.  The riprap appeared to be in good condition and free of significaint sediment buildup.  Grassy 
vegetaion covers the diversion channel, but is not expected to impede the flow of runoff significantly.  An 
area where ponded water was observed during the previous five-year review site visit was dry. 

XI.  OVERALL OBSERVATIONS 

A. Implementation of the Remedy 

Describe issues and observations relating to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as designed.  
Begin with a brief statement of what the remedy is to accomplish (i.e., to contain contaminant plume, 
minimize infiltration and gas emission, etc.). 
  The remedy at the Johns-Manville Mill OU is designed to prevent the migration of asbestos-laden 
sediment away from the site via Pine Canyon Creek.  This was accomplished by diverting Pine Canyon 
Creek away from the tailings material, minimizing the release of asbestos into the creek through the 
construction of erosion controls and revegetation, paving the road through the Mill Area to supress 
fugitave dust emmissions, dismantling the mill building and disposing of the debris, and restricting 
access to the site.  The remedy appears to be functioning as designed with the exception of the fading 
warning signs in some locations. 

 B. Adequacy of O&M 

Describe issues and observations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures.  In 
particular, discuss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the remedy. 
  Comment on the adequacy of institutional controls here. 

C. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems 

Describe issues and observations such as unexpected changes in the cost or scope of O&M or a high 
frequency of unscheduled repairs, that suggest that the protectiveness of the remedy may be 
compromised in the future.    
  No issues or observations made  suggest a potential remedy failure in the foreseeable future. 

D. Opportunities for Optimization 

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy. 
  The following optimization and maintenance activities should be performed:  Replace faded warning 
signs around the site. 
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Warning sign posted on fencing across the site. 
 
 

Outlet pipe at the sediment trapping dam. 
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The outlet pipe is free of debris and sediment. 
 
 

 
View toward southeast (downstream), toward the sediment trapping dam.  The sediment trapping dam 
and outlet pipe can be seen in the background. 



Appendix G2-15 

 
View toward northeast from the sediment trapping area. 
 
 

 
Tailings pile drainage outlets at the Energy Dissipation Pond showing minor debris accumulation 
in pipe outlet. 
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View toward northeast, up the slope of the tailings pile.  Vegetation continues to slowly colonize 
the surface of the tailings pile. 
 

Cross-Canyon Stream Diversion channel. 
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Bridge across the Cross-Canyon Stream Diversion channel. 
 
 

 
Western side of the bridge that crossed the Cross-Canyon Stream Diversion channel. 
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Diversion channel spillway. 
 
 

 
Area in the Cross-Canyon Stream Diversion channel where standing water was observed during 
2006 inspection.  The area is now dry. 
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Vegetation at the location of the former ponds. 
 
 

 
Example of large desiccation cracks on the tailings pile. 
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Close-up view of a large desiccation crack on the tailings pile. 
 
 

 
Tree and herbaceous plant growth on the tailings pile. 
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V-ditches on the tailings pile for collecting surface water runoff.  Runoff drains through 
subsurface piping to the Energy Dissipation Pond via drainage inlets. 
 

 
Drainage inlet. 
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View toward northeast, up the slope of the tailings pile. 
 
 

 
Drain inlet. 
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Below is the team roster for the City OU site inspection, conducted October 20, 2010. 
 
Name Title Affiliation 
Lily Tavassoli Remedial Project Manager U.S. EPA 
Steven Ross, P.E. Hazardous Substance 

Engineer 
DTSC 

Don Gruber Senior Hydrogeologist/Project 
Manager 

ITSI (contractor to U.S.EPA) 

Jonathan Partsch Geologist ITSI (contractor to U.S.EPA) 
Jay Badiei, P.G. Senior Project Manager Delta Environmental 

(contractor to Union Pacific 
Railroad Company) 

Joey Ransey Code Enforcement Officer City of Coalinga 
 
 

Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist 
Coalinga City OU, Coalinga Asbestos Mine Superfund Site 

I.  SITE INFORMATION 

Site name: 
Coalinga City OU 
Coalinga Asbestos Mine Superfund Site 

Date of inspection: 
20 October 2010 

Location and Region: 
Coalinga, CA, Region IX 

EPA ID: 
0935, CAD980817217 
0934, CAD980496863 

Agency, office, or company leading the five-year 
review: 
USEPA, Region IX 

Weather/temperature: 
Clear, approximately 65 ºF 

Remedy Includes:  (Check all that apply) 
 Landfill cover/containment   Monitored natural attenuation 
 Access controls    Groundwater containment 
 Institutional controls    Vertical barrier walls 
Groundwater pump and treatment 
 Surface water collection and treatment 
 Other        

Attachments:  Inspection team roster attached   Site map attached 

II.  INTERVIEWS  (Check all that apply) 

1.  O&M site manager          Jay Biedel P.G.                             Senior Project Manager        October 20, 2010 
Name    Title   Date 

     Interviewed  at site   at office   by phone    Phone no.    626/256-6662 
     Problems, suggestions;  Report attached         
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2.  O&M staff   NA                           
Name    Title   Date 

     Interviewed  at site   at office   by phone    Phone no.          
     Problems, suggestions;  Report attached         

3. Local regulatory authorities and response agencies (i.e., State and Tribal offices, emergency response 
office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office, recorder of 
deeds, or other city and county offices, etc.)  Fill in all that apply. 

 
Agency    Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Contact            Steven Ross, P.E.             Hazardous Substances Engineer     NA    916/255-3694 

Name    Title         Date Phone no. 
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III.  ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED  (Check all that apply) 

1. O&M Documents 
 O&M manual    Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
 As-built drawings   Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
 Maintenance logs  Readily available  Up to date   N/A 

Remarks  Last maintenance event occurred in July of 2010.  O&M manual not brought to site at time of 
visit.  As-built drawings and maintenance logs also were not provided at the time of the site visit.  Weed 
abatement and burrow filling are needed at the site. 

2. Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan   Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
 Contingency plan/emergency response plan  Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

Remarks  Not available for review during the site visit. 

3. O&M and OSHA Training Records  Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
Remarks  OSHA Training records were not available during the site visit. 

4. Permits and Service Agreements 
 Air discharge permit    Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
 Effluent discharge    Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
 Waste disposal, POTW                 Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
 Other permits                                      Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

Remarks  Not applicable to the remedy. 

5. Gas Generation Records   Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
Remarks  Not applicable to the remedy. 

6. Settlement Monument Records   Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
Remarks  Not applicable to the remedy. 

7. Groundwater Monitoring Records  Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
Remarks  Moisture has not been detected in the neutron probe access tubes installed in the cap. 

8. Leachate Extraction Records   Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
Remarks  Not applicable to the remedy. 

9. Discharge Compliance Records  
 Air      Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
 Water (effluent)    Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

Remarks  Not applicable to the remedy. 

10. Daily Access/Security Logs   Readily available  Up to date  N/A 
Remarks  The site is enclosed in a perimeter fence and locked at the access gate.  Only the PRP 
contractor and their subcontractor(s) have keys to open the access gate.  There was no observed breach 
of the perimeter fence, or evidence of attempted access by unauthorized parties observed during the site 
visit. 
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IV.  O&M COSTS 

1. O&M Organization 
 State in-house    Contractor for State 
 PRP in-house    Contractor for PRP 
 Federal Facility in-house  Contractor for Federal Facility 

  Other        

2. O&M Cost Records  
 Readily available  Up to date   Not Available 
 Funding mechanism/agreement in place 

Original O&M cost estimate         Breakdown attached 
 

Total annual cost by year for review period if available 
 

From        To                     Breakdown attached 
Date  Date  Total cost 

From       To                      Breakdown attached 
Date  Date  Total cost 

From       To                      Breakdown attached 
Date  Date  Total cost 

From       To                      Breakdown attached 
Date  Date  Total cost 

From       To                      Breakdown attached 
Date  Date  Total cost 

 

3. Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs During Review Period 
Describe costs and reasons  N/A 

V.  ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS    Applicable    N/A 

A.  Fencing 

1. Fencing damaged  Location shown on site map  Gates secured   N/A 
Remarks  The site is enclosed in a perimeter fence and locked at the access gate.  Only the PRP 
contractor and their subcontractor(s) have keys to open the access gate.  Fencing with a tighter mesh was 
installed from approximately three feet above ground to approximately three feet below ground to 
prevent the entry of tunneling animals into the site.  A section of smooth metal sheeting was installed at 
the top of this interval to prevent animals from climbing over the fence into the site.  These modifications 
were made in October 2005.  The smooth metal sheeting has torn and detached from the fence in several 
locations.  Maintenance is required to restore the sheeting. 

B.  Other Access Restrictions 

1. Signs and other security measures  Location shown on site map  N/A 
Remarks  Signs are posted at regular intervals and affixed to the perimeter fence.  The signs read (in 
English and Spanish) "Caution! Hazardous substance area/Unauthorized persons keep out".  The signs 
also read, "Department of Toxic Substances Control", and provide the telephone number (916) 855-
7700.  The telephone number provided on the sign is incorrect/out-of-date.  The signs should be replaced 
with new signs containing the correct/current contact telephone number at the Department of Toxic 
Substances Control, or the existing signs should be updated to show the correct/current telephone 
number. 
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C.  Institutional Controls (ICs) 

1. Implementation and enforcement 
Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented    Yes    No  N/A 
Site conditions imply ICs not being fully enforced    Yes    No  N/A 

 
Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by)  Self-reporting 
Frequency    Annual 
Responsible party/agency    Delta Environmental on behalf of Union Pacific Railroad 
Contact   Jay Biedel P.G.            Senior Project Manager                            NA        626/256-6662 

Name    Title         Date Phone no. 
 

Reporting is up-to-date        Yes    No  N/A 
Reports are verified by the lead agency      Yes    No  N/A 

 
Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been met  Yes    No  N/A 
Violations have been reported       Yes    No  N/A 
Other problems or suggestions:  Report attached  
  The title commitment for this site is provided as an attachment to the five-year review report. 

2. Adequacy   ICs are adequate   ICs are inadequate   N/A 
Remarks  Assumes IC s Adequate 
Office on September 24, 2010. All ICs have been fully implemented  

D.  General 

1. Vandalism/trespassing  Location shown on site map  No vandalism evident 
Remarks        

2. Land use changes on site  N/A 
Remarks        

3. Land use changes off site  N/A 
Remarks  No major land use changes/development have occurred within the historical extent of the OU 
since the time the previous five-year review report was issued. 

VI.  GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS 

A.  Roads      Applicable     N/A 

1. Roads damaged   Location shown on site map  Roads adequate  N/A 
Remarks        

B.  Other Site Conditions 
 Remarks   Weed abatement, fence/small animal exclusion infrastructure repair and signage 
update/replacement is needed at the site. 
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VII.  LANDFILL COVERS     Applicable    N/A 

A.  Landfill Surface 

1. Settlement (Low spots)   Location shown on site map  Settlement not evident 
Areal extent         Depth        
Remarks        

2. Cracks     Location shown on site map  Cracking not evident 
Lengths          Widths         Depths        
Remarks          

3. Erosion     Location shown on site map  Erosion not evident 
Areal extent         Depth        
Remarks        

4. Holes     Location shown on site map  Holes not evident 
Areal extent:  Sitewide around the sloping perimeter and base of the landfill cap.  Depth        
Remarks:  Numerous and pervasive burrow holes of approximately two to three inches in diameter were 
observed around the sides and base of the landfill cap.  Pest eradication, burrow filling/destruction and 
repair to the pest exclusion infrastructure should be performed to protect the cap. 

5. Vegetative Cover  Grass   Cover properly established  No signs of stress 
 Trees/Shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram) 

Remarks:  Dense shrub growth has occurred around the perimeter fence which obscures inspection of the 
fence and provides a potential route for burrowing animals to enter the site over the exclusion 
infrastructure.  Weed abatement should be conducted to remove the shrubs. 

6. Alternative Cover (armored rock, concrete, etc.)   N/A 
Remarks        

7. Bulges     Location shown on site map  Bulges not evident 
Areal extent         Height        

 Remarks        

8. Wet Areas/Water Damage  Wet areas/water damage not evident 
 Wet areas    Location shown on site map Areal extent        
 Ponding    Location shown on site map Areal extent        
 Seeps     Location shown on site map Areal extent        
 Soft subgrade    Location shown on site map Areal extent        

Remarks        

9. Slope Instability          Slides  Location shown on site map     No evidence of slope instability 
Areal extent        
Remarks  Signs of slope instability were not observed during the site visit, but refer to remarks for 
section VII, item A4. 
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B.  Benches   Applicable  N/A 

(Horizontally constructed mounds of earth placed across a steep landfill side slope to interrupt the slope 
in order to slow down the velocity of surface runoff and intercept and convey the runoff to a lined 
channel.) 

1. Flows Bypass Bench   Location shown on site map   N/A or okay 
Remarks        

2. Bench Breached                 Location shown on site map   N/A or okay 
Remarks        

3. Bench Overtopped   Location shown on site map   N/A or okay 
Remarks        

C.  Letdown Channels  Applicable  N/A 
(Channel lined with erosion control mats, riprap, grout bags, or gabions that descend down the steep side 
slope of the cover and will allow the runoff water collected by the benches to move off of the landfill 
cover without creating erosion gullies.) 

1. Settlement   Location shown on site map  No evidence of settlement 
Areal extent         Depth        
Remarks        

2. Material Degradation  Location shown on site map  No evidence of degradation 
Material type         Areal extent        
Remarks        

3. Erosion    Location shown on site map  No evidence of erosion 
Areal extent         Depth        
Remarks        

4. Undercutting   Location shown on site map  No evidence of undercutting 
Areal extent         Depth        
Remarks        

5. Obstructions Type             No obstructions 
 Location shown on site map   Areal extent        

Size        
Remarks        

6. Excessive Vegetative Growth  Type        
 No evidence of excessive growth 
 Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow 
 Location shown on site map   Areal extent        

Remarks        
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D.  Cover Penetrations  Applicable  N/A 

1. Gas Vents   Active  Passive 
 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 
 Evidence of leakage at penetration    Needs Maintenance 
 N/A 

Remarks        

2. Gas Monitoring Probes 
 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 
 Evidence of leakage at penetration    Needs Maintenance  N/A 

Remarks        

3. Monitoring Wells (within surface area of landfill) 
 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 
 Evidence of leakage at penetration    Needs Maintenance  N/A 

Remarks        

4. Leachate Extraction Wells 
 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 
 Evidence of leakage at penetration    Needs Maintenance  N/A 

Remarks        

5. Settlement Monuments   Located   Routinely surveyed  N/A 
Remarks        

E.  Gas Collection and Treatment               Applicable    N/A 

1. Gas Treatment Facilities 
 Flaring   Thermal destruction  Collection for reuse 
 Good condition  Needs Maintenance  

Remarks        

2. Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping 
 Good condition  Needs Maintenance  

Remarks        

3. Gas Monitoring Facilities (e.g., gas monitoring of adjacent homes or buildings) 
 Good condition  Needs Maintenance   N/A 

Remarks        

F.  Cover Drainage Layer   Applicable   N/A 

1. Outlet Pipes Inspected   Functioning   N/A 
Remarks        

2. Outlet Rock Inspected   Functioning   N/A 
Remarks        



Appendix G3-9 

 

G.  Detention/Sedimentation Ponds  Applicable   N/A 

1. Siltation  Areal extent         Depth          N/A 
 Siltation not evident 

Remarks        

2. Erosion  Areal extent         Depth        
 Erosion not evident   

Remarks        

3. Outlet Works   Functioning  N/A 
Remarks        

4. Dam    Functioning  N/A 
Remarks        

H.  Retaining Walls   Applicable  N/A 

1. Deformations   Location shown on site map  Deformation not evident 
Horizontal displacement         Vertical displacement        
Rotational displacement        

 Remarks        

2. Degradation   Location shown on site map  Degradation not evident 
Remarks        

I.  Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge   Applicable  N/A 

1. Siltation    Location shown on site map  Siltation not evident 
Areal extent         Depth        
Remarks        

2. Vegetative Growth  Location shown on site map  N/A 
 Vegetation does not impede flow 

Areal extent         Type        
Remarks        

3. Erosion    Location shown on site map  Erosion not evident 
Areal extent         Depth        
Remarks        

4. Discharge Structure  Functioning  N/A 
Remarks        
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VIII.  VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS        Applicable    N/A 

1. Settlement   Location shown on site map  Settlement not evident 
Areal extent         Depth        
Remarks        

2. Performance Monitoring Type of monitoring        
 Performance not monitored 

Frequency              Evidence of breaching 
Head differential        
Remarks        

IX.  GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES     Applicable        N/A 

A.  Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines   Applicable  N/A 

1. Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing, and Electrical 
 Good condition  All required wells properly operating  Needs Maintenance  N/A 

Remarks        

2. Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances 
 Good condition  Needs Maintenance 

Remarks        

3. Spare Parts and Equipment 
 Readily available  Good condition  Requires upgrade  Needs to be provided 

Remarks        

B.  Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and Pipelines  Applicable  N/A 

1. Collection Structures, Pumps, and Electrical 
 Good condition  Needs Maintenance  

Remarks        

2. Surface Water Collection System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances 
 Good condition  Needs Maintenance 

Remarks        

3. Spare Parts and Equipment 
 Readily available  Good condition  Requires upgrade  Needs to be provided 

Remarks        
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C.  Treatment System   Applicable  N/A 

1. Treatment Train (Check components that apply) 
 Metals removal   Oil/water separation   Bioremediation 
 Air stripping    Carbon adsorbers 
 Filters        
 Additive (e.g., chelation agent, flocculent)        
 Others        
 Good condition   Needs Maintenance  
 Sampling ports properly marked and functional 
 Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date 
 Equipment properly identified 
 Quantity of groundwater treated annually        
 Quantity of surface water treated annually        

Remarks        
        

2. Electrical Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functional) 
 N/A   Good condition  Needs Maintenance  

Remarks        

3. Tanks, Vaults, Storage Vessels 
 N/A   Good condition  Proper secondary containment  Needs Maintenance 

Remarks        

4. Discharge Structure and Appurtenances 
 N/A   Good condition  Needs Maintenance  

Remarks        

5. Treatment Building(s) 
 N/A   Good condition (esp. roof and doorways)   Needs repair 
 Chemicals and equipment properly stored 

Remarks        

6. Monitoring Wells (pump and treatment remedy) 
 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 
 All required wells located  Needs Maintenance            N/A 

Remarks        

D. Monitoring Data 
1. Monitoring Data 

 Is routinely submitted on time    Is of acceptable quality  
2. Monitoring data suggests: 

 Groundwater plume is effectively contained  Contaminant concentrations are declining  
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E.  Monitored Natural Attenuation 

1. Monitoring Wells (natural attenuation remedy) 
 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 
 All required wells located  Needs Maintenance    N/A 

Remarks        

X.  OTHER REMEDIES 

Not Applicable. 

XI.  OVERALL OBSERVATIONS 

A. Implementation of the Remedy 

Describe issues and observations relating to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as designed.  
Begin with a brief statement of what the remedy is to accomplish (i.e., to contain contaminant plume, 
minimize infiltration and gas emission, etc.). 
  The remedy at the Coalinga City OU was designed to be protective of human health with regard to 
asbestos exposure from materials originating at the Atlas Mine Area OU and Johns-Manville Mill OU.  
The remedy appears to be functioning as designed with the exception of the maintenance issues 
identified above. 

 B. Adequacy of O&M 

Describe issues and observations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures.  In 
particular, discuss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the remedy. 
  Comment on the adequacy of institutional controls here. 

C. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems 

Describe issues and observations such as unexpected changes in the cost or scope of O&M or a high 
frequency of unscheduled repairs, that suggest that the protectiveness of the remedy may be 
compromised in the future.    
  No issues or observations were identified that suggest a potential remedy failure in the foreseeable 
future. 

D. Opportunities for Optimization 

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy. 
  The following optimization and maintenance activities should be performed:  Signage update or 
replacement, pest and burrow eradication, pest exclusion structure repair, and weed abatement. 
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Fencing surrounding the Waste Management Unit.  Fence material with a smaller screen size was 
installed across the base of the fence to prevent burrowing animals from entering the site. 
 

 
Warning sign posted on fence surrounding the site.  The DTSC contact phone number presented on 
this sign is no longer valid.  Access to the Waste Management Unit is restricted by a locked gate. 
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Vegetative cover on the cap at the Waste Management Unit. 
 
 

 
Vegetation surrounding the cap. 
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Neutron probe access tube previously monitored to assess moisture content in soil vapor beneath the 
cap. 
 
 

 
Rodenticide placed near a neutron probe access tube at the base of the cap. 
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Hole in cap created by burrowing animals. 
 
 

 
Hole near base of cap created by burrowing animals.  The lens cap included for scale is 67mm in 
diameter. 
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Animal exclusion sheeting is damaged on perimeter fence.  Shrubby weed growth has accumulated 
around perimeter fence. 
 

 
Residential community located north of the Waste Management Unit. 
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INTERVIEW RECORD 

Site Name: Atlas Asbestos Mine and Coalinga Asbestos Mine 
Superfund Sites 

EPA ID No.:  0934, CAD980496863 
                         0935, CAD980817217 

Subject: Five-Year Review Interview Date: February 8, 2011  

Type:          Telephone             Visit               Other      
Location of Visit: Telephone Conference Call 

Time:  2:00 PM 

Contact Made By: 

Name:  Ms. Lily Tavassoli Affiliation: US EPA Region 9 
Remedial Project Manager for Atlas 
and Coalinga Superfund Sites 

Address:  75 Hawthorne Street, 
SFD-7-25, San Francisco, CA 
94105 

Phone: (415) 972-3146 

Email: tavassoli.lily@epa.gov 

Name:  Mr. Don Gruber Affiliation: Representative of US 
EPA, Innovative Technical 
Solutions, Inc (ITSI) 

Address: 2934 Gold Pan Court, 
Suite 12, Rancho Cordova, CA 
95670 

Phone: (916) 853-1839 ext 108 

Email: dgruber@itsi.com 

Individual Contacted: 

Name: Mr. Steve Ross, P.E. Title: Project Manager for 
Atlas and Coalinga Superfund 
Sites since 1996  

Organization: Cal-EPA 
Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC) 

Telephone No: (916) 255-3694 
Fax No: (916) 255-3696 
E-Mail Address: sross@dtsc.ca.gov 

Street Address:  8800 Cal Center Drive 
City, State, Zip: Sacramento, CA 95826 

Summary Of Conversation 

1. What is your overall impression of the cleanup work conducted at the Atlas and Coalinga 
Site since the period of the last five-year review in 2006? 

Regarding the Atlas Mine Operable Unit (OU): The overall goal has been to control any release of 
asbestos and prevent access to the site.  There has been some maintenance on the regional sediment 
storage area and the results are acceptable.  All maintenance work has been satisfactory.  The deed 
restriction has not met the state of California standard for institutional controls.  The consent decree 
is currently controlling (i.e., road paving restrictions and deed restrictions.) 
Regarding the Clear Creek Management Area (CCMA):  DTSC is awaiting the United States 

is happy with the temporary closure. 
The Coalinga City (City OU) cleanup is complete. The Johns-Manville Mine (JMM) OU is also 
acceptable and complete. The status of Arroyo Pasajero Ponding Basin is not known.  
 

mailto:tavassoli.lily@epa.gov
mailto:dgruber@itsi.com
mailto:sross@dtsc.ca.gov
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2. From your perspective, what effect has continued cleanup operations at the site had on 
the surrounding community?  Are you aware of any ongoing community concerns 
regarding the site or its operation and maintenance? 

The only concerns are with the CCMA.  The community is upset with temporary closure and the 
results of the risk assessment.   The BLM is looking at alternatives for public access to the CCMA 
that may not be satisfactory. 
Not aware of any comments/concerns from community regarding the Atlas Mine OU, the JMM OU 
and the City OU.  The city of Coalinga did contact Mr. Ross about installing solar panels with in 
the City OU Waste Management Unit (WMU). 
 
3. Have there been routine communications or activities (site visits, inspections, reporting 

activities, etc.) conducted by your office regarding the site? If so, please describe purpose 
and results. 

Yes there have been site inspections on an annual basis.  The JMM OU annual inspections verify 
that the remedy is functioning.  Inspections on the City OU have been performed by Mr. Ross on 
an informal basis on 2 of the last 5 years.  For the Atlas OU, Mr. Ross has accompanied EPA, 
BLM, and Northrop-Grumman when they conduct any operation and maintenance. 
Delta Environment performs the City OU inspections at their discretion and provides a report to all 
parties. Arcadis-US coordinates the inspections on the JMM OU. 
 
4. Are you aware of any events, incidents, or activities that have occurred at the site, such as 

dumping, vandalism or anything that required emergency response from local 
authorities? If so, please give details. 

Mr. Ross is not aware of any events, incident, or activities at any of the OUs that needed an 
emergency response during this review period. 
 
5. Have there been any complaints, violations, or other incidents related to the site that 

required a response by your office?  If so, please summarize the events and result. 
There were no complaints, violations or incidents that required a response during this review 
period. 
 
6. Are you aware of any problems or difficulties encountered since the last five-year review 

period which have impacted progress or resulted in a change in operations and 
maintenance procedures?  Please describe changes and impacts. 

The only problem is with the institutional controls component.  DTSC has not been able to proceed 
with recording an enforceable environment covenant on the Atlas Mine OU.  There have not been 
any problems at other OUs. 
 
7. Have there been any changes in state environmental standards since the previous five-

year review period which may call into question the current protectiveness or 
effectiveness of the remedial action? 

Mr. Ross is not aware of any changes in state environment standards since the 2006 Five-Year 
Review.  
 
8. Do you know of opportunities to optimize the operation, maintenance, or sampling efforts 

at the site, and have such changes been adopted? 
Mr. Ross is not aware of any opportunities to optimize the operation, maintenance or sampling. 
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9. Do you feel well-informed about the activities and progress at each site? 
Yes, I do.  
 
10. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the sites? 
Yes, when time comes for BLM to recommend the PP and ROD, Mr. Ross would like EPA to 
include the CCMA into the multi-site cooperative agreement grant (MSCA) to cover costs for 
oversight. 
DTSC would like an FTP (file transfer on computers) site for Atlas site documents. DTSC does not 
currently host an FTP site. 
DTSC would like to also receive electronic copies with any hard copy deliverables. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 


